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BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON

COWM SSI ON

In the Matter of the Petition of
QUWEST CORPORATI ON

DOCKET NO. UT-030614

Vol une |
Pages 1 - 24

For Conpetitive Classification
of Basi c Busi ness Exchange
Tel ecomruni cati ons Services.

N N N N N N N

A prehearing conference in the above matter
was held on June 6, 2003 at 9:33 a.m, at 1300 South
Evergreen Park Drive Southwest, O ynpia, Washington,

before Adm ni strative Law Judge THEODORA NMACE.

The parties were present as follows:

QNAEST CORPORATI ON, by LISA A ANDERL,
Associ ate General Counsel, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Room
3206, Seattle, Washington 98191.

PUBLI C COUNSEL, by SIMON J. FFITCH, Assi stant
Attorney Ceneral, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2000,
Seattl e, Washington 98164.

WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON
COW SSI ON, by JONATHAN THOWPSON, Assistant Attorney
General, 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Southwest,
Post O fice Box 40128, d ynpia, Washington 98504.

| NTEGRA TELECOM OF WASHI NGTON, by KAREN J.
JOHNSON, Corporate Regul atory Attorney, 19545 Nort hwest
Von Neumann Drive, Beaverton, Oregon 97006.

WeBTEC, by LISA F. RACKNER, Attorney at Law,
Ater Wnne, 222 Sout hwest Col unbia, Suite 1800,
Portland, Oregon 97201.

Kathryn T. W/l son, CCR
Court Reporter
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AT&T, by LETTY FRIESEN (via bridge line),
Seni or Counsel, 1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1500,
Denver, Col orado, 80202.

MCl, by M CHEL SINGER NELSON (via bridge
line), Senior Attorney, 707 17th Street, Suite 4200,
Denver, Col orado, 80202.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE/ FEDERAL EXECUTI VE
AGENCI ES, by STEPHEN S. MELNI KOFF (via bridge |ine),
General Attorney, Regulatory Law Ofice, US Arny
Litigation Center, 901 North Stuart Street, Suite 700,
Arlington, Virginia, 22203-1837.
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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE MACE: Let's be on the record in
UT-030614 in the matter of the petition of Quest
Corporation for conpetitive classification of basic
busi ness exchange tel econmuni cati ons services.

Today is June 6th, 2003, the date the
Washington Utilities and Transportati on Comni ssion has
established for a prehearing conference on the
petition. W are convened in hearing room 206 at the
offices of the Comm ssion in Oynpia, Washington. MW
name i s Theodora Mace, the adnministrative | aw judge
hol di ng this hearing.

I would Iike to have the oral appearances of
counsel now. [I'Il begin with the petitioner. | would
like to have the long form of your appearance so that
we have all contact information for you on the record.

MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl, associate general
counsel with Qamest. My business address is 1600
Sevent h Avenue, Room 3206, Seattle Washi ngton, 98191;
t el ephone, (206) 345-1574; fax, (206) 343-4040, and ny
new e-mail is lisa.anderl @west.com That's supposed
to be effective today. |If for some reason you have
problems with it, I'"'mtold that the old e-mail,
| ander| @west.com will al so work.

JUDGE MACE: |'Il take appearances fromthe
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remai ni ng counsel who are here in the hearing room and
then I will turn to those who are on the conference
bri dge for appearances. Go ahead, Ms. Rackner

MS. RACKNER: My name is Lisa Rackner with
AterWnne Law Firm |'m here on behalf of the
Washi ngton El ectroni c Busi ness Tel econmuni cati ons
Coalition, or WBTEC. M address is 222 Sout hwest
Col unbi a, Suite 1800, Portland, Oregon, 97201. MW
phone number is (503) 226-8693. Fax is (503) 226-0079,
and ny e-nmmil address is |fr@terwnne.com

MR, FFITCH: Sinon ffitch, assistant attorney
general, office of Public Counsel, Washington attorney
general, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2000, Seattle,
Washi ngton, 98164. The phone number is area code (206)
389-2055. Fax is (206) 389-2058. E-mmil is
si monf @t g. wa. gov.

MR. THOWPSON:  Your Honor, |'m Jonat han
Thonmpson, assistant attorney general, appearing on
behal f of the Commission staff. M address is 1400
Sout h Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest, PO Box 40128,
O ynpia, 98504. M tel ephone nunber is (360) 664-1225.
Fax is (360) 586-5522, and my e-mmil address is
j thonpso@wt c. wa. gov.

JUDGE MACE: Let's turn to AT&T on the

conference bridge.
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MS. FRIESEN. This is Letty Friesen, senior
counsel with AT&T. M address is 1875 Lawence Street,
Suite 1500, Denver, Col orado, 80202. M tel ephone
nunber is (303) 298-6475. M fax nunber is (303)
298-6301. M e-nmmil address is |Isfriesen@tt.com

JUDGE MACE: M. Melnikoff?

MR. MELNI KOFF:  Your Honor, ny nane is
Stephen S. Mel ni koff, Me-l-n-i-k-o-f-f. I'mthe
general attorney. |'m appearing on behalf of the
Department of Defense and all other federal executive
agencies. M address is Regulatory Law Office, U S
Arny Litigation Center, 901 North Stuart, S-t-u-a-r-t,
Street, Suite 700, Arlington, Virginia, 22203-1837. MW
t el ephone nunber is (703) 696-1643. M fax nunber is
(703) 696-2960. My e-mmil address is
st ephen. nel ni kof f @qda. army. m | .

JUDGE MACE: Thank you, M. Melnikoff.

M. Crommel |, are you going to enter an appearance
t oday?

MR. CROWELL: No.

JUDGE MACE: Ms. Singer Nel son?

MS. SI NGER NELSON: M chell e Singer Nel son
senior attorney at MCI. My address is 707 17th Street,
Sui te 4200, Denver, Col orado, 80202. M phone nunber

is (303) 390-6106. M fax number is (303) 390-6333,
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and nmy e-mail address is nichel.singer nel son@mci.com
and that e-nmil address is a new e-nmail address.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Are there any others
on the conference bridge who want to enter an
appearance this norning? | hear no response. Let's
deal next with the question of petitions. Yes?

M5. JOHNSON: |1'd like to enter an
appear ance.

JUDGE MACE: Let's be off the record for a
m nut e.

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. JOHNSON: Karen Johnson, Integra Tel ecom
of Washington. M address is 19545 Northwest Von
Neumann Drive, Beaverton, Oregon, 97006. My phone is
(503) 748-2048. MW fax is (503) 748-1976. E-mmil is
kar en. j ohnson@ nt egr at el ecom com

JUDGE MACE: Any other person seeking to
enter an appearance today? |t appears there are none.
Let's turn next to the question of petitions to
intervene. |'ve received three witten petitions, one
fromlntegra, one from AT&T, and one from Eschel on. |
guess it's Eschel on Tel econmuni cations. | don't have
the full nane in front of ne. Eschelon's petition to
i ntervene has been withdrawn as of today, and |I'mjust

reciting that for the record in case you nmay have



0007

1 received a copy of that petition to intervene.

2 MS. SI NGER NELSON: Excuse me, Your Honor

3 You have not received a witten petition to intervene
4 from MCI ?

5 JUDGE MACE: | have not, and | checked with
6 the records center this norning, and ny understanding
7 is there was no petition received, but you can nake

8 your oral petition on the record today. If the witten
9 petition cones in, then so be it, but we haven't

10 received it as of today. |I|s there anyone el se who

11 filed a witten petition but whose nane | didn't

12 i ndi cate?
13 MS. ANDERL: We received AT&T's petition to
14 intervene. W didn't receive either the Eschel on one,

15 which is nmoot, or the Integra one.

16 MS. JOHNSON: | nmiled a copy to you.

17 MS. ANDERL: Regular mail ?

18 MS. JOHNSON:  Yes.

19 MS. ANDERL: We did not receive it prior to

20 today. Do you have an extra copy with you?

21 MS. JOHNSON:  Yes, | do.

22 JUDGE MACE: Are there any other parties who
23 seek to intervene other than Integra and AT&T, who

24 filed witten petitions, who seek to intervene orally

25 today, and I'Il start with WBTEC.
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MS. RACKNER: Yes, Your Honor. WeBTEC seeks
to intervene in the case.

JUDGE MACE: Ms. Singer Nel son?

MS. SI NGER NELSON:  Yes, Your Honor. Ml
seeks to intervene.

JUDGE MACE: M. Mel nikoff?

MR. MELNI KOFF: Yes, Your Honor. The
Department of Defense and Federal Executive Agencies
seek to intervene.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. |Is there any
objection to the granting of these petitions to
i ntervene?

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, | would not object
to AT&T, WorldCom and Integra. | mght just have for
the record statements from WeBTEC and DOD as to what
their interest in the proceeding is. That would be
hel pful for nme.

JUDGE MACE: Ms. Rackner?

MS. RACKNER: WeBTEC nenbers are purchasers
of tel econmunications services and in particular, the
busi ness services that are at issue in this case.

M5. ANDERL: | understand from Ms. Rackner
earlier today that she is prepared to identify who the
WeBTEC nenbers are.

MS. RACKNER: That's correct; Boeing and
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Weyer hauser for the purposes of this docket.

JUDGE MACE: M. Mel nikoff?

MR. MELNI KOFF:  Yes, Your Honor. CQur
interest in this proceeding is the consuner interest of
the federal governnent in the State of Washington. W
are one of the largest users. W take both mlitary
and civilian purposes both bid as well as tariff
services in Qrest territory.

M5. ANDERL: No objections to those petitions
ei ther.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. M reading of the
written petitions as well as ny hearing of the ora
petitions today |leads nme to conclude that the petitions
nmeet the requirenents of the Conmi ssion with regard to
petitions to intervene. Since |'ve heard no objection
to the granting of the petitions, | will grant them at
this tinme.

Wth regard to the MCI petition, Ms. Singer
Nel son, | would ask that you somehow in sonme witten
formfor this docket submit to the Comn ssion an
i ndi cati on of the name change that's taken pl ace
bet ween Worl dCom and MCI. Wbuld you do that, please?

MS. SINGER NELSON: Yes, | will, Judge.

JUDGE MACE: |s there anything el se we need

to address with regard to petitions to intervene? |If
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not, then the next thing is the question of a
protective order. Do the parties seek protection of
information in this docket? Ms. Anderl|?

M5. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor and we woul d at
this point request that the Comm ssion's standard form
protective order be entered. Just as a heads-up, the
parties have informally discussed, at |east Quwest,
Public Counsel, and Staff have di scussed the potentia
need for a different type of protective order further
down the road, but | think we reached a consensus that
that issue mght wait for another day until the parties
were nore certain of the type of information m ght need
sonme special protection and what type of an order m ght
be entered to tailor those needs.

JUDGE MACE: Surely. I'maware that there is
some form of an order that gives a higher |evel of
protection, but for purposes right now --

MR, THOMPSON:  Your Honor, just for the
benefit of discussion, it's Staff's intention, like in
the nost recent conpetitive classification proceeding,
to ask the Conmission to issue an order to the various
CLECs, Qwest conmpetitors, to produce information that
woul d assist us in evaluating Qwest's petition, and
can anticipate that -- well, it would be hel pful to be

able to give those conpetitors the assurance that the
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information they provide will not be subject to

di sclosure to their conpetitors. That, | think,
prom ses to be an issue as we work out a protective
order.

JUDGE MACE: Well, having said that, ny
i mpul se would be to go ahead and have the Conmi ssion
enter a standard protective order, and if you want to
pursue further discussions with the CLECs about the
terms of some other protective order that woul d be
beneficial to themor this protective order that allows
for a higher degree of confidentiality, then contact ne
and we can address it at that point.

MR. FFI TCH: Public Counsel does not object
to the issuance of a standard protective order in this
matter. We have had a discussion with counse
bef orehand, and | just want to state our position for
the record. At this time, we object to the entry of
any higher level of protective order. Both generally
and specifically, we object for the record to the entry
of a protective order, of a higher level protective
order in the sane formthat was entered in the
proceedi ng conpetitive classification docket, and
will note that we don't have a proposal of any kind, a
notion or any other kind of formal request before the

Commi ssion at this point for that kind of order. In
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our view, that would cone, in fact, nost appropriately
fromthe conpetitive parties who woul d seek to protect
their interests. They, in fact, did not raise that
issue yet. It's conming fromStaff at this point.

I would agree with the other counsel who
spoke that this is a matter that the parties can
di scuss follow ng the prehearing today, and we can find
out what is proposed and whether it's reasonable, and
we will be happy to participate in those discussions.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you.

MS. RACKNER: | would just like to second
Public Counsel's statenment. WeBTEC also is quite
concerned about the entrance of a highly confidentia
order simlar as that one that was entered in the |ast
conpetitive classification case, so at the point in the
future where there mght be a notion to the entry of
such an order, we would like the opportunity to brief

the issue and to object.

JUDGE MACE: | assure you if there is a
notion made for that type of order, you will have an
opportunity to comment. |s there anyone on the

conference bridge who wants to address this issue?
MS. FRIESEN. Just to give forewarning to al
the parties in this proceeding, AT&T will seek to

protect its highly sensitive conpetitive infornation
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fromgreater disclosure than is absolutely necessary.
So to the extent that that tends to ask AT&T for highly
sensitive information, we will be filing a notion, and
we woul d be happy to talk to the parties off line in
regard to that notion before we file it.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Anyone el se?

MR, MELNI KOFF: We will not take a position
at this tine.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Let's turn next to
the question of discovery. Do the parties request the
di scovery rule be invoked? 1It's sound like it.

MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor.

JUDGE MACE: |'Il indicate the discovery rule
i s invoked.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, we, in connection
with the scheduling, have al so nade an agreenent with
Staff that because of the sonewhat constrained tine
line for this docket that we will agree to a
seven- busi ness-day turnaround i nstead of a
t en- busi ness-day turnaround, and woul d ask that that be
the rule of general applicability for all parties.

JUDGE MACE: Anyone have any comrents on that
proposal ? Anyone on the conference bridge? It appears
that that's agreeable to all parties. 1'Il probably

make sone statenent about that in the prehearing
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1 conference order just so that it's in witing.
2 Anyt hi ng el se about di scovery?
3 Then let's turn to the question of a schedule
4 of proceedings. M understanding is that an order nust
5 be entered by Novenber 1st of this year in this docket,
6 so there is a fairly constrained period of time in
7 whi ch to have proceedings. |'mwondering if the
8 parti es had had any chance to di scuss scheduling prior

9 to coming on the record today.

10 MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor, we did.
11 JUDGE MACE: Have you conme to any kind of
12 agreenent, or do you still need tine to discuss this

13 further?

14 MS. ANDERL: Staff and Qwmest agreed on

15 sonmet hi ng yesterday, and | think Public Counsel can
16 endorse that with maybe sone m nor nodifications that
17 we need to tal k about.

18 JUDGE MACE: Do you want nmore time to meke
19 sure the people on the conference bridge are on board
20 and everything el se works out anpbngst you?

21 MS. ANDERL: That woul d be fine, Your Honor
22 I don't actually have all the dates witten down.

23 think I can do them from nmenory. Maybe M. Thonpson
24 has them witten down.

25 MR, THOWMPSON: |'ve got them here
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MS. ANDERL: Maybe we coul d just announce the
agreenent .

MR, THOMPSON: This is the basic proposal. |
will start with the date the petition was filed, which
was May 1st, 2003. The date that we proposed for Quest
to file the testinmony for its direct case would be July
1st, and then the date for other parties to file their
testimony in response woul d be August 1st, and the date
for Qwest to file its rebuttal testinony and presumably
for other parties to file rebuttal testinony would be
August 21st. Then the date we were proposing for the
cross-exani nati on hearings would be Septenber 17, 18,
and 19.

JUDGE MACE: Let's be off the record for a
moment .

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE MACE: W have spent a fair anount of
time di scussing scheduling. The parties have conme up
with a proposed schedule that would require Qumest to
file direct testinmony on July 1st. Public Counsel in
the initial schedule and Staff and Intervenors were to
file on August 1st, but my understanding is that
dependi ng on the hearing schedule we conme up with, that
will nove to August 6th. Qwest would file rebuttal and

others as well, then, on the 26th, and a prehearing
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conference may take place on Septenber 15th, depending
on the hearing schedule we cone up with.

We have tal ked about a nunber of different
approaches to hearing this case. It is possible that
we coul d hold hearings from Septenber 4th through
Septenber 9th. Those dates are available with the
Conmi ssion, and it appears that those days woul d
resol ve problems with the availability of witnesses for
WeBTEC and the availability of wi tnesses for AT&T.

The problemwith that earlier time franme for
hearing is that Public Counsel has indicated that would
not give Public Counsel, and probably Intervenors and
Staff, sufficient tine to prepare for what may be a
very conplicated hearing.

MR, FFITCH: |I'msorry, Your Honor, what were
those dates?

JUDGE MACE: Those dates were Septenber 4th
through 9th. The parties have suggested hol ding the
heari ng Septenber 15th through 19th. The 19th is now
not avail able on the Conm ssion's cal endar nor actually
at present are the 17th and 18th due to conmi ssi oner
unavail ability.

It appears that if conm ssioners could be
made avail able during that tinme frame, the 16th through

the 18th would be a period when we would try to hold
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the hearing, but that's tentative, and | would have to
work that out with the conm ssioners. Until | get sone
greater clarity fromthe Commission, | will not be able
to give the parties any kind of firm hearing dates, so
we may have to revisit the issue of the hearing
schedul e, hopefully very shortly so we can get sone
clarity and finality about that.

The parties have suggested in their proposed
schedul e posthearing briefs filed October 6th.
think, again, we are going to have to wait and see what
the actual hearing schedule is. Qmest has indicated
that if hearing is held in the third week of Septenber
and briefs were filed October 6th that Qwmest would
wai ve the statutory deadline for an order to Novenber
7th; is that correct?

MS. ANDERL: That's correct, Your Honor.

JUDGE MACE: Do any of the parties want to
address at this point any issues that they feel need to
be placed on the record with regard to scheduling? And
| guess | turn first to Public Counsel

MR. FFI TCH: Thank you, Your Honor. We did
have a coupl e of points we wanted to make on the
record. First of all, | appreciate the accommodati on
of the other parties in dealing with our scheduling

i ssue around the filing dates for intervenor testinony.
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Secondly, | wanted to put on the record our concern
that the much anticipated FCC TRi enni al Revi ew O der
may, in our view, have a significant inpact on this
proceedi ng. W would ask that when the order cones out
that the Conm ssion call for briefs fromthe parties,
schedul e an opportunity for parties to nmake a
presentation to the Bench regarding the inpact of the
TRi enni al Order on this case, and whether we need to,
for example, stay this case, change the schedul e,

di smi ss the case, just what procedural options would
make the nost sense in light of the TRi ennial Order
contents of which we can now only specul ate about.

The second point | wanted to make with regard
to the schedul e we have before us, Your Honor, is to
strongly urge the Conm ssion to not nove up the hearing
dates in this matter. W are by statute required to
conplete this in six months. That, | think everyone
would admit, is quite a tight tine line, particularly
in this case where the request by the Conpany is very
broad, affecting every business custoner in the state
for every service that customer uses. That has a very
broad i nmpact. The technical issues are very broad.

The anount of information and analysis that will have
to be reviewed and conducted is very broad.

We believe that noving the hearing dates up
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significantly or at all in this case really precludes
the parties fromconducting a reasonabl e anal ysis and
putting on a fair case in response to the Conpany's
petition, and it really gives an unfair advantage to
the petitioning party, to Quest as the petitioning
party. So we would again just ask that the Conmm ssion
keep that in mnd and try to keep the hearings and the
briefing within the last part of the schedule.

| guess another couple of points. First all
Qnest has indicated a willingness to nove the statutory
deadline a bit here. That is another option here.
They' ve been gracious in willing to consider that, if
that is an option here for themto consider in
provi di ng other scheduling opportunities that work for
everyone, including giving them sone nore tinme on
things like rebuttal, so that still is a potenti al
option out there.

Anot her one | woul d suggest and request that
t he Conmmi ssion consider the possibility of proceeding
with less than all conmnm ssioners on the Bench. It's ny
understanding with the applicable APA requirenents and
so on that a nmatter can be heard with two conm ssioners
on Bench. The third conm ssioner can still participate
in the decision after appropriate review of the record,

and that nmight provide us with some nore scheduling
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flexibility here, and Public Counsel would not object
to the comm ssion proceeding in that fashion if, in
fact, it's anmenable to the Commi ssion.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Ms. Anderl, did you
want to address these matters?

MS. ANDERL: Just briefly, Your Honor. The
TRi enni al Review, | think, would be just pure
specul ation at this point to anticipate what inmpact on
this docket it mght have, if any, and | would
recommend that either the affected parties or the
Conmi ssion deal with that when that issue arises, be
that later this afternoon when the orders are com ng
out or after we see if the DC Circuit is going to stay
the TRi ennial Review Order. It's just inpossible to
tell at this point what inpact it could have on this
proceedi ng.

Turning to the specifics of the schedule, we
can live with what was outlined by Your Honor if
hearings are on the 16th, 17th and 18th. | would only
ask that if do you select the 4th, 5th, 8th and 9th for
heari ngs that we | earn about that as soon as possible
because it woul d obviously require us to very
significantly accelerate our testinony filing for
openi ng testinony.

JUDGE MACE: Certainly, given the tight tine
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frames, 1'Il let you know as soon as possible

MS. ANDERL: Obviously, we are going to start
wor ki ng on our testinmony or already are working on it,
so it's not that we are going to wait until closer to
the filing date, but if we have less tinme, we need to
know t hat .

JUDGE MACE: M. Thonpson?

MR, THOMPSON: Just if | may, Your Honor
Just followi ng up on Ms. Anderl's point, if the
Conmi ssion is to consider those Septenber 4 through 9
dates for hearing, | would urge that the Comn ssion, as
Ms. Ander| suggested, seriously accelerate the
petitioner's filing deadline. | would suggest that it
woul d not be at all inappropriate to require filing of
Qnest's direct testinony by the 20th of June in that
event.

The reason | say that is really for two
reasons. | understand that Qmest has been involved in
ot her hearings in the recent or past couple of weeks,
but the tinme for the filing of this petition was a
deci sion of their choosing, and particularly as
M. ffitch has pointed out, in a petition seeking a
regul atory change as broad as this, | think it could
hardly fairly be anticipated that the Conm ssion would

have made that decision sinply in the open neeting
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context, and I would also point out that the Staff
menor andum r econmendi ng suspensi on of this docket was
publi shed, | believe, on May 23rd, so at |east as of
that date, Qwest was on notice that Staff was going to
recomend suspension of this case. So | would ask the
Conmi ssion to bear those things in mnd in the event
that it chooses to hold hearings in the very first week
of Septenber, but otherw se, the schedule that was
initially proposed is satisfactory to Staff.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Ms. Rackner?

MS. RACKNER: Yes, thank you. | would like
to second Public Counsel's comrents again. Number one,
with respect to the inpact of the TRi ennial Review on
this case, WeBTEC believes it will surely be
significant one way or the other, and we will be
petitioning the Commission to allow briefing on that
issue if and when that order ever conmes out.

Al so, like Public Counsel, WeBTEC has serious
concerns about seeing the schedul e accel erated further
than the proposed schedule that we have in front of us
and woul d urge the Conmm ssion not to set the hearing
date as early as that first week in Septenber.

MS. JOHNSON:  No comment .

JUDGE MACE: Anyone on the conference bridge

want to address these scheduling issues?
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M. Mel ni kof f, anything?

MR. MELNI KOFF: We woul dn't burden the record
at this point to add anything that's already been
thrown on the table, Your Honor

JUDGE MACE: Ms. Singer Nel son?

MS. SINGER NELSON: MCI joins in the coments
of Commi ssion staff on the schedul e.

JUDGE MACE: Ms. Friesen?

M5. FRIESEN:. Thank you, Your Honor. AT&T
sinmply shares the sane concerns of Staff.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Let's turn away from
schedul i ng now and |l et nme address sonme housekeepi ng
matters. Let me encourage the parties to discuss the
possibility of settlement of this nmatter. The
Conmi ssi on encourages settlenents, and if the parties
need assistance with regard to settlenment, please
contact me, and we nmay be able to help in some way to
facilitate those types of discussions.

Wth regard to prefiled evidence and docunent
preparation, the prehearing conference order wll
contain instruction for the preparation of prefiled
evi dence and ot her documents that the parties may need
to submt during the proceeding. WAC 480-09-120 is the
Conmmi ssion's rule governing filing services docunents.

In this case, you nmust file an original and
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14 copies of any docunment subject to the provisions of
that rule. Filing by fax is only permtted if you have
previ ously asked ne or whoever the presiding officer
may be and have received perm ssion to do so. You nust
i ndi cate you have received that perm ssion in the cover
page to the fax filing. Service nmay be nade by e-nmai
if the party to be served agrees in witing.

I think that that conpletes the housekeeping
nature of things | would |like to discuss today. Are
there any other itenms that the parties would like to
present at this point? |If not, then | will work as
quickly as | can to try to get to some finality about
our schedul e of proceedings, and | appreciate your
pati ence today.

(Prehearing conference concluded at 10:53 a.m)



