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October 16, 2003

BY E-MAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Carole J. Washburn

Executive Secretary

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
1300 South Evergreen Park Drive, S.W.

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Re: WUTC Docket No. UT-023003
Dear Ms. Washburn:

This replies to the responses filed by AT&T and the Staff on October 13 and 15,
respectively, to our letter of October 8. Those responses were the first written articulation of
AT&T’s new argument that Verizon NW’s new Internet-based cost model should not even
qualify for comparative evaluation through the upcoming hearings in this case, simply because
the Verizon server on which the model is located is not a part of the record.

AT&T does not respond to our invitation to supply legal support for this new proposition,
because there is none. Indeed, AT&T appears now to acknowledge that the results obtained
from VzCost are admissible under established principles of evidence. But it suggests that unless
VzCost is physically “in the Commission’s record” the Commission cannot make a comparative
analysis of the accuracy, openness, reliability, and economic soundness of VzCost and HM 5.3.
Such “[o]pen review” by the Commission and the parties, however, does not depend upon
physical access to the server on which the model is located. As Verizon has already
demonstrated, the Commission and every party to this case has access to VzCost and all of its
supporting documentation, and can test its relative merits by using VzCost, seeking discovery
about it, and conducting cross-examination of its sponsors. Moreover, while “the public” does
not have access to VzCost, that is also true with respect to HM 5.3. Both cost models rely on
highly confidential Verizon NW cost and customer data that, as the Commission’s very first
order in this proceeding recognized, should be protected from public disclosure.

AT&T also repeats its claim that Verizon’s model (whether web-based or standalone
version) should be rejected because it is too difficult to use. The comparative benefits of the
parties’ models should be addressed based upon actual evidence as to both of them, not upon
wholly generalized and unsupported claims about the ease of use of one of them (or lack thereof)



that are wholly untested by cross-examination. As noted in our response to AT&T’s motion to
strike, similar criticisms can be leveled at HM 5.3 (e.g., the time required to run its deaveraged
zone optimizer program). And Verizon will provide further evidence of the viability of its model
and the problems with the AT&T model in the course of this litigation, including in its scheduled
rebuttal and responsive testimony. Indeed, while the Commission has now rejected AT&T’s
effort to avoid disclosure of the customer location data integral to HM 5.3, it is still not at all
clear what model AT&T will be proposing in this case, or whether it will comply with the
Commission’s order to disclose that critical data. In these circumstances, it is particularly
inappropriate in advance of any hearing to reject the only evidence of Verizon NW’s costs as to
which the Commission has any meaningful access.

Finally, there is no merit to AT&T’s claim that the stand alone version of Verizon’s
model would introduce “inefficiencies.” The stand alone version would perform the same
functions as Verizon’s web-based model and would not, contrary to AT&T’s claims, slow down
“processing time.”

Respectfully submitted,

Villiam R. Richardsg
Catherine Kane Ro

Counsel for Verizo
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I hereby certify that I have this 16th day of October 2003, served Verizon Northwest Inc.’s
Reply to AT&T & Staff’s Responses to Verizon’s letter of October 8, 2003 upon all the
following parties of record in this proceeding by Federal Express and by e-mail:

Administrative Law Judge Theodora Mace Arthur A. Butler
Washington Utilities & Transportation WeBTEC

Commission Ater Wynne

1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive, SW 601 Union Street
Olympia, WA 98504-7250 Suite 5450

Seattle, WA 98101

Lisa A. Anderl Michel Singer Nelson
Qwest Corporation MCI/WorldCom, Inc.
1600 7th Ave., Rm. 3206 707 17th St.

Seattle, WA 98101 Suite 4200

Denver, CO 80202

Mary Steele Dennis D. Ahlers
AT&T Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
Davis Wright Tremaine 730 Second Avenue South
2600 Century Square Suite 1200

1501 Fourth Avenue Minneapolis, MN 55402
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Christopher S. Huther R. Dale Dixon, Jr.
Preston Gates Ellis & Allegiance Telecom Inc.
Rouvelas Meeds LLP Davis Dixon Kirby
1735 New York Avenue, N.W. 519 SW Third St.
Washington, DC 20006 Suite 601

Portland, OR 97204
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Brooks Harlow

Covad Communications Company
Miller Nash

601 Union Street

Suite 4400

Seattle, WA 98101-2352

Jonathan Thompson
Commission Staff

Senior Asst. Attorney General
1400 S. Evergreen Park Dr., SW
P.O. Box 40128

Olympia, WA 98504-0128

Simon Ffitch

Public Counsel

Assistant Attorney General
900 Fourth Avenue, #2000
Seattle, WA 98164

Sue Lamb

Lamb Communications Servs.
111 Teal Lane

Sagle, ID 83860

Shannon Smith

Commission Staff

Asst. Attorney General

1400 S. Evergreen Park Dr., SW
Olympia, WA 98504-0128

Carole Washburn

Executive Secretary

WUTC

1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Charles E.Watkins

Covad Communications Company
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E.

19th Fl.

Atlanta, GA 30309

Ted Smith

Stoel Rives LLP

201 S. Main Street, Ste. 1100
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
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