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1 BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON
2 COWM SSI ON
3 In the Matter of the Review )
of the Unbundl ed Loop and )
4 Swi t chi ng Rates; The ) DOCKET NO. UT-033034
Deaver aged Zone Rate ) Vol une 2
5 Structure; and Unbundl ed ) Pages 54 - 62

Net wor k El enments, Transport )
6 and Term nation
(Nonrecurring costs)

9 A prehearing conference in the above matter
10 was held on Septenber 29, 2004, at 1:33 p.m, at 1300
11 Sout h Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest, O ynpia,

12 Washi ngton, before Adm nistrative Law Judge THEODORA

13 MACE.

14

15 The parties were present as follows:

16 THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON

COW SSI ON, by JONATHAN THOMPSON, Assistant Attorney
17 General, 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest,

Post O fice Box 40128, O ynpia, Washington 98154;
18 t el ephone, (360) 664-1187.

19 QVNEST CORPORATI ON, by LISA A ANDERL,
Attorney at Law, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Room 3206,
20 Seattl e, Washington 98191; tel ephone, (206) 345-1574.

21 AT&T COMMUNI CATI ONS OF THE PACI FI C NORTHWEST,
INC., and XO WASHI NGTON, | NC., by GREGORY J. KOPTA (via
22 bridge), Attorney at Law, Davis, Wight, Tremaine, 1501
Fourth Avenue, Suite 2600, Seattle, Washington 98101,
23 t el ephone, (206) 628-7692.

24

25 Kathryn T. W/l son, CCR
Court Reporter
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COVAD COVMMUNI CATI ONS COWPANY, by KAREN S.
FRAME (via bridge), Attorney at Law, 7901 Lowy
Boul evard, Denver, Colorado 80230; tel ephone, (720)
670-1069.

MCI, INC., by MCHEL SI NGER NELSON (vi a
bridge), Attorney at Law, 707 17th Street, Suite 4200,
Denver, Col orado 80202; telephone, (303) 390-6106.

VERI ZON NORTHWEST, |INC., by WLLIAMR
RI CHARDSON, MEREDI TH HALAVA (vi a bridge), Attorneys at
Law, Wl nmer, Cutler, Pickering, 2445 M Street
Nor t hwest, Washi ngton, DC 20037.
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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE MACE: Let's be on the record in the
matter of the review of the unbundl ed | oop and
switching rates; the deaveraged zone rate structure;
and unbundl ed network el enents, transport and
term nation, (nonrecurring costs). This is Docket No.
UT- 033034.

Today's date is Septenber 29th, 2004, and we
are convened at the offices of the Washington Utilities
and Transportation Comm ssion in Oynpia, Wshington.
My nane is Theodora Mace. |'mthe administrative |aw
judge who has been assigned to hold hearings in this
case.

We have several counsel on the conference
bri dge and two counsel in the hearing room Let's have
oral appearances of counsel now, and this can be the
short formif you' ve already introduced yourself on the
record in this case, but if you have not done so to
date, would you pl ease give the | ong form of
appearance, whi ch neans your name, address, firm who
you represent, telephone nunber, fax nunber, and e-nmil
address. | would like to start with counsel who are in
the hearing room and then I'I|l proceed to counsel on
the conference bridge. Ms. Anderl, would you begi n?

MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl representing Qmest.
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1 MR, THOWPSON:. |'m Jonat han Thonpson
2 representing Conmission staff. [I'mfilling in for Geg
3 Trautman, who will still be the assigned counsel for

4 the case.

5 JUDGE MACE: On the bridge, M. Kopta?

6 MR, KOPTA: This is Gregory J. Kopta of the
7 law firm Davis, Wight, Tremai ne, LLP, on behalf of

8  AT&T Conmuni cations of the Pacific Northwest, Inc., and
9 XO Washi ngton, Inc.

10 JUDGE MACE: M. Richardson?

11 MR. Rl CHARDSON: Bill Richardson and

12 Meredith Hal ama of the law firmof WIlnmer, Cutler,

13 Pi ckering, representing Verizon Northwest, Inc.

14 JUDGE MACE: MCI?

15 MS. SINGER NELSON: M chel Singer Nel son

16 representing M.

17 JUDGE MACE: Ms. Frane?

18 MS. FRAME: Karen Franme representing Covad
19 Communi cat i ons Conpany.

20 JUDGE MACE: |s there anyone el se on the
21 conference bridge who wants to enter an appearance
22 today? | don't hear any response.

23 The mai n purpose for this prehearing

24 conference is to talk about the future proceedings in

25 this docket. This case was separated fromthe
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recurring costs case in the 12th Suppl enmental Order in
Docket UT-023003, and Qmest's issues, as far as |

under stand, were renoved from both dockets in a
Novenber 25th, 2003, 17th Supplenental Order in that
sanme case

It may have been entered in this case as
well. | don't have that information in front of ne,
and as far as scheduling is concerned, there was a
schedul e back at the time of the Twelfth Suppl ementa
Order that called for proceedings to take place from
January to June of 2004, and then in the 17th
Suppl emrental Order, the prehearing conference was noved
to June 8th, and now we are at September 29th.

So the purpose of this proceeding is to talk
about scheduling, but | also understand that sone of
the parties apparently have di scussed whet her or not
they would even wish to go forward with the case. So
M. Kopta, why don't you tal k about that for a nonent,
i f you woul d.

MR, KOPTA: | would be glad to, Your Honor
In advance of the prehearing conference, several of the
parties, including MCl, AT&T, and Verizon, have had
sone di scussi ons about this particular proceeding, and
based on those discussions, | believe |'maccurate in

representing that none of those three parties believe
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that we need to proceed with this particul ar docket at
this tinme.

I haven't heard any objections, but | haven't
consulted with all the parties. |'ve sent out an
e-mai|l nessage to all the parties that | was aware had
taken an active role in the other cost docket, and
have tal ked with M. Thonpson of Conmi ssion staff but
have not received any objections fromany of the other
parties, but we did attenpt to confer with all parties
before the prehearing conference, but at this point, we
woul d propose that this docket not continue.

JUDGE MACE: Let ne turn to other counsel to
get a response fromthem about this matter. ['ll turn
to Qnest first.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, we are here nerely
observing. W certainly have no objections but no rea
position on that issue.

JUDGE MACE: Thank you. Ms. Frane?

MS. FRAME: Yes, Your Honor. Covad really
doesn't have a position on this issue. W haven't
fully explored the inplications of not going forward in
this particular cost docket, so we have no objection at
this point.

JUDGE MACE: Well, you say you haven't --

MS. FRAME: | will say that we have no
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opinion on this point at this time, | guess is probably
the best way to phrase it.

JUDGE MACE: So when woul d you have a
position on it, or are you saying you sinply don't have
a position on it?

MS. FRAME: Unfortunately, | did not have
enough tine to discuss this with my client in full, and
so at this point, | really don't have a position on it.

JUDGE MACE: When do you think, and back to
nmy question, how long do you think it would take you to
confer with your client about that?

MS. FRAME: Probably only a day. | could
probably | et everyone know by tonorrow norning

JUDGE MACE: Let's see what Staff's position
is, if they have a position.

MR, THOMPSON: | think essentially Staff
doesn't have an objection, given the fact that the
conpetitors and the primary I LEC that remains involved,
Verizon, are apparently not interested in pursuing the
case and changing the status quo. Staff is certainly
not in a position to take a leading role in that, so we
have no objection to the proposal

JUDGE MACE: Well, okay then.

MS. FRAME: Judge Mace, |'msorry to

interject here. The concern | have about consulting ny
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client on this particular issue is the fact that
obviously, we are not in a position that we can take a
lead role in this either, given our |linmted resources,
and while if it were going forward, we certainly would
take more of an active role, but0O we can't take on this
rol e by oursel ves.

JUDGE MACE: Does anyone have anything el se
to add? |I'mnot entirely surprised by this,
necessarily. | guess | just expected there m ght be
someone or another party, for exanple, Staff, who m ght
want to push on it a little bit, but | naturally would
need to consult with the Comm ssion about this case
because it was initiated primarily by the Conm ssion
as | recall, and so there would have to be that buy-off
with the conmi ssioners.

What | would like to do, since everybody is
here, for insurance purposes is to set a future
prehearing conference date so that in the off chance
the commi ssioners felt that it was incunbent upon them
to go forward with some case, we could get together and
deternmine scheduling. |If it's not necessary to have
t hat prehearing conference, of course, it would be
cancel ed in whatever order the comm ssioners enter with
regard to this prehearing conference.

I"'mtrying to find a date when | can even get
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a hearing room

Let's try Novenber

9th. Does anybody

have an objection to Novenber 9th, if we need it?

MR, KOPTA: | don't have any objection, Your
Honor .

M5. SINGER NELSON: | don't either

MR. RI CHARDSON: No obj ecti on.

MS. FRAME: | actually will not be available
that date, but | can have somebody fill in for ne.

JUDGE MACE: That would be helpful if you
could, and perhaps we won't even need it. [I'll send

out a notice, and then with

prehearing conference, 1'I1
I's there anything

All right then,

cooperation, and perhaps we

(Prehearing concl uded at

t hank you very nuch. |

t he order about this

cancel it if | need to.

el se we need to discuss?
appreci ate your
will talk again sometine.

1:45 p.m)



