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L INTRODUCTION

Sprint Communications Company L.P., Sprint Spectrum, L.P., and Nextel West
Corp. (collectively, “Sprint™), pursuant to OAR 860-001-00350 objects to the Stipulation
between CenturyLink, Inc. (“CenturyLink”), Qwest Communications International, Inc.
(“Qwest”) (together referred to as the “Merged Firm™), Staff of the Public Utility
Commission of Oregon (“Staff) and the Citizens Utility Board of Oregon (“CUB”) as it
does not satisfy the Commission’s “no harm” standard for analyzing mergers. In the
Commission’s Order in the Verizon/Frontier Merger,' the Commission stated its standard
of review is, “When considering whether to approve this transaction, the standard of

approval applied by the Commission is whether the transaction serves the public interest

' In the Matter of Verizon Communications Inc. and Frontier Communications Corp. Joint Application for
an Order Declining to Assert Jurisdiction, or, in the alternative, to Approve the Indirect Transfer of
Control of Verizon Northwest Inc., Order No. 10-067, Oregon Public Utility Commission , UM 1431
(2/24/10) (“Verizon/Frontier Order”)
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by causing ‘no harm. The Commission then stated “the continued existence of a

robust, competitive marketplace is essential to satisfying the ‘no harm’ standard for this

»} Without additional or modified conditions, the merger will do harm as the

transaction.
competitive marketplace will suffer.

Sprint objects to the Stipulation as the wholesale conditions agreed to by the
Merged Firm, Staff and CUB do not do nearly enough to ensure the existence of a robust,
competitive marketplace. Primarily, Sprint objects to the Stipulation because: (1) it does
not require that CenturyLink interconnection agreements be extended; (2) it only extends
Qwest interconnection agreements for three years and not the requested four years; (3)it
does not allow for the porting of interconnection agreements between states or between
Qwest and CenturyLink entities into a consolidated Qwest/CenturyTel/Embarq
interconnection agreement: (4) it does not require a single point of interconnection be
made available for CMRS carriers and CLECs to allow for competitive carriers to take
advantage of the network efficiencies gained by the merger; (5) it does not prevent the
third largest ILEC in the country from claiming exemptions from competition due to the
rural exemption (6) it does not require that CenturyLink’s intrastate access rates be
reduced to the level of the Qwest ILEC’s intrastate rates and then all access rates to the
level of Qwest’s interstate rates; and (7) it contains no condition on enforcement of the
merger conditions.

Points 1-3 and 6-7 are supported by Sprint’s testimony in this proceeding. Points

4 and 5 are supported by the testimony of the Joint CLECs.

? Verizon/Frontier Order, p. 6.
4 Verizon/Frontier Order, p. 20.



Even though Sprint does not support the Stipulation, if the Commission does
accept it then the Stipulation should include a Most Favored States condition. On this
point Sprint supports Mr. Dougherty’s testimony in Staff Exhibit 700 and Mr. F eighner’s
testimony in CUB Exhibit 200 requesting that the Commission impose conditions upon
the Merged Firm that are imposed upon them by other states and the FCC.

The Stipulation requires the Merged Firm to provide a $45 Million in broadband
build-out in five years, which is touted as a key benefit that Oregon ratepayers will
receive from the merger. However, the Stipulation does not address how much of that
build-out is already included in CenturyLink’s pledge to the FCC to gain its approval.
CenturyLink has promised to build broadband to 100% of its retail single line residential
and single line business customers within three years.* If the promised Oregon
broadband commitment is only a “sleeves out of the vest” commitment by the Merged
Firm because of its preexisting FCC obligation then no significant independent
consideration from the Merged Firm supports the Stipulation. The public will not be
gaining a significant public benefit due to the Stipulation and the Commission should
engage in more rigorous scrutiny as to whether the Stipulation truly is in the public
interest particularly when there are serious harms that could result without further
protections.’

In sum, the Stipulation should be rejected without the additional conditions

identified herein.

* In the Matter of Applications Filed for the Transfer of Control of Embarq Corp. to CenturyTel, Inc., WC
Docket No. 08-238, FCC 09-54 (Released June 25, 2009), Appendix C, page 31. (“The merged company
expects to make substantial additional investment in broadband services. The merged company will offer
retail broadband Internet access service to 100 percent of its broadband eligible access lines within three
Yyears of the Transaction Closing Date. )

* See Testimony in Support of the Stipulation, pp. 8-9.



IL THE STIPULATION FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE

REQUESTED INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT CONDITIONS

One of the key competitive roadblocks for carriers such as Sprint is the existence
of many separate interconnection agreements with ILECs around the country.,
Negotiating, monitoring, renewing and complying with the agreements impose
significant transaction costs for competitive carriers. Minimizing these transaction costs
would provide a public benefit because it would enable competitive carriers to pass cost
savings through to customers in competitive rates. One obvious way to do this would be
to move toward fewer interconnections agreements. In a merger situation like the present
one, commeon sense and sound public policy points to requiring the same interconnection
agreement(s) for the Mergéd Firm. After all, if CenturyLink and Qwest justify their
merger by exhorting the financial synergies of running a consolidated company why
shouldn’t they be required to consolidate their many interconnection agreements? The
Stipulation’s interconnection provisions fail to move toward this goal in a meaningful
way, although there is some slight benefit. In reality, the Stipulation only perpetuates the
existing regime, which continues the Merged Firm’s ability to impose transaction costs
on competitors.

Condition 28.a. in the Stipulation allows CLECs and CMRS carriers to extend
their interconnection agreements (“ICAs”) with Qwest for thirty-six (36) months afier the
Closing Date of the merger. This condition is insufficient for three reasons.

First, the condition does not apply to the extension of the interconnection
agreements of the CenturyLink ILECs (Embarq and CenturyTel) operating in Oregon.

Just as it is important for CLECs and CMRS carriers to have certainty regarding the



status of their Qwest ICAs, it is equally important to allow CLECs and CMRS carriers to
extend their ICAs with CenturyLink at their option. A condition that extends only to the
Qwest ICAs raises the costs for interconnecting carriers as they could be forced to
renegotiate and arbitrate their CenturyLink ICAs well before the Qwest extensions
expire. Rather than expending resources in negotiating and arbitrating ICAs,
interconnecting carriers would rather focus on providing competitive services. This same
concern applies for both the Qwest and the CenturyLink ICAs. Therefore, extensions of
ICAs should not be limited to Qwest ICAs.

Staff states on page 21 of the testimony supporting the Stipulation that “the
additional stipulation between the Applicants and Integra allows confidence that the
concerns of competitive carriers were adequately addressed by CenturyLink.” This
statement is baseless because Integra only has ICAs with Qwest whereas Sprint’s
wireless and wireline entities have ICAs with both Qwest and CenturyLink ILECs.
Thus, Integra ‘s concerns were limited to Qwest and it provided no protection whatsoever
to competitive carriers who have to deal with the CenturyLink ICAs, like Sprint. Clearly,
the concems of carriers like Sprint are not addressed by the condition that only extends
the Qwest ICAs.

Moreover, extension of Qwest ICAs but not the CenturyLink ICAs deprives
interconnecting carriers like Sprint of the efficiencies from the Merger that the Merged
Firm will achieve. Rather than allowing competitive carriers to at least work under all
existing ICAs, exempting the CenturyLink ICAs from an extension requirement will
force competitive carriers to juggle different ICAs of varying lengths. If a benefit of the

merger is to obtain true synergies then these should be achieved in all areas of the



Merged Firm’s operations. In the end, the Merged Firm’s reluctance to extend the
extension condition to the CenturyLink ICAs is merely a vehicle for it to impose costs
upon its competitors.

The second reason Condition 28.a is insufficient is that the extension is only for
three years rather than the four years that Sprint requested in its testimony.® A four-year
extension is more appropriate as it will give interconnecting parties like Sprint additional
time to work under the existing ICAs. If amendments are requested by CenturyLink due
to changes in the law, the existing ICAs have provisions to address that situation. Four-
year extensions rather than three-year extensions will help minimize the costs that the
Merged Firm can impose on its competitors.

The third reason Condition 28.a is insufficient is that it does not allow for the
porting of interconnection agreements between states or between Qwest and CenturyLink
entities into a consolidated Qwest/CenturyTel/Embarq interconnection agreement.

The Merged Firm asserts that the proposed merger is in the public interest
because all the synergies CenturyLink and Qwest will realize are presumptively
beneficial for the Merged Firm’s customers. While Sprint does not object to the notion
that the Merged Firm should be able to enjoy significant synergies by combining the two
companies’ networks, management, and other operations, Sprint should be able to benefit
as well because it is a wholesale customer. This can be done by allowing competing
carriers to consolidate/port existing ICAs with the Merged Firm. Qwest and CenturyLink
have identified no technical reason why an ICA from Qwest will not work in

CenturyLink territory, speculating only that is that such porting sounds difficult to do.

® Sprint/1, p. 26.



Given that the burden really is upon Qwest and CenturyLink to justify their merger the
Commission would be acting in the public interest to insist upon more rigorous
competitive conditions that are contained in the Stipulation.

Like contract extensions, porting a contract from one ILEC to another in the
Merged Firm avoids the burdensome incremental cost of contract negotiations and
potential arbitration to establish a new contract. With more than 100 ILECs in the
Merged Firm’ (and its stated plan to retain each legal entity), management of the
interconnection arrangements will be unnecessarily burdensome. For instance, if Sprint
needs to interconnect with multiple Merged Firm entities in multiple locations Sprint will
need to negotiate with such entities on a myriad of issues over and over again. It makes
much more sense for the industry as a whole to move towards minimizing the number of
ICAs across the country. Porting existing agreements from one ILEC to another within
the Merged Firm, even if the agreement originated in another state would promote this
goal. The porting of existing agreements may also result in one nationwide
interconnection agreement. In sum, porting of interconnection agreements prevents the
Merged Firm from imposing unnecessary negotiation and legal costs upon its
competitors.

Sprint incorporates herein the testimony of Dr. Frentrup, which provides
additional reasons why the interconnection agreement conditions proposed by Sprint are
appropriate and provides further perspective on why Stipulation does not go far enough

on ensuring that wholesale competition is not harmed by the Merger.

7 Nationally, CenturyLink will have approximately 75 legacy CenturyTel ILEC legal entities,
approximately 25 legacy Embarq ILEC legal entities and 13 legacy Qwest ILEC legal entities.



1.  SPRINT SUPPORTS THE CONDITIONS PROPOSED BY THE JOINT
CLECS

Sprint further objects to the Stipulation because it does not contain two specific
conditions proposed by the Joint CLECs, which would promote wholesale customers and
enhance competition. Specifically, Sprint supports the Joint CLECs’ proposed condition
that allows for interconnecting carriers to have a single point of interconnection with all
of the Merged Firm’s ILECs in a particular state. Once again, the Merged Firm wants to
take advantage of the synergies of the merger but deprive its wholesale customers of the
benefits of the synergies. A single point of interconnection reduces the trunking and
facility costs for competitors. Just as the Merged Firm realizes network synergies, so, too
wholesale competitors should be able to reduce their interconnection costs. The
Stipulation should include a condition on allowing competitive carriers to interconnect
with the Merged Firm at a single point.

In addition, Sprint supports the condition proposed by the Joint CLECs that
prohibits any of the CenturyLink ILECs from exercising the rural exemption. The
Merged Firm is the third largest ILEC in the nation. It makes no sense for a company of
this size and scale to be able to claim the rural exemption under Section 251(f) to protect
it from competition.

IV.  THE STIPULATION FAILS TO REDUCE THE INTRASTATE ACCESS
RATES OF THE CENTURYLINK ILECS TO THE LEVEL OF THE
QWEST ILECS
The Stipulation does not address the issues raised in Sprint’s testimony regarding

the intrastate access rates of the Merged Firm. Sprint is aware that the ALJ struck

portions of Dr. Frentrup’s testimony related to intrastate access rates. But Sprint intends

to make an offer of proof at the hearing related to that testimony.



Sprint’s testimony goes to great lengths to explain the specific merger-related harms
to competition. The Merged Company can harm competition by using owner’s
economics over a much larger territory to impair competitors’ efforts to win customers.
While there is nothing wrong inherently in a telecommunications company increasing its
ownership of essential network facilities through a merger, competition will be harmed if
that company is able to avoid costs it otherwise would have had to pay by acquiring
monopoly switched and special access facilities. These must be utilized by long distance
carriers to terminate calls to the facilities’ owners — in this case, the Merged Firm — which
can charge excessively high access rates to competitors. These are costs the Merged
Firm gets to avoid by virtue of acquiring the monopoly facilities. Ultimately, post-
merger CenturyLink and Qwest, would be able to account for, or internalize, the access
payments that each pays the other pre-merger. They evaporate as real costs . However
these access charges remain as actual costs for competitors like Sprint. Sprint proposes
modest conditions to help remedy this merger-specific harm to reduce the CenturyLink
ILECs’ excessively high access rates to the levels of Qwest’s intrastate access rates and
then the intrastate rates of all the CenturyLink and Qwest ILECs to be reduced to the
interstate rates of Qwest. Sprint has not proposed major access charge reform but simply
requests the Commission to remedy a specific, merger-related harm. In other words, the
determination of whether the merger is in the public interest can be satisfied by
conditions that reduce specific merger-related harms.

Contrary to CenturyLink’s claims that access reductions as part of a merger

proceeding do not provide public interest benefits to offset merger-related harms,



CenturyTel and Embarq agreed as a condition to their merger at the FCC to reduce
interstate access rates in the CenturyTel territories to match the interstate access rates
Embarq. There, the FCC stated that “[w]e also find that the merger should result in lower
access rates because of the change in regulatory status for CenturyTel, which should

benefit long-distance callers.”® It is ironic that CenturyLink here claims that access

reductions should not be considered as an issue when examining the public interest in a
merger proceeding when it agreed to reduce its own interstate access rates as a condition
10 approval of its merger with Embarq. Requiring that merging ILECs match their
access rates is a tool that will benefit long distance callers and to help allay merger-
related harms. The Oregon Commission should not dismiss the possibility of imposing
such a condition on this merger of ILECs with vastly different intrastate access rates. The
Stipulation should be revised to include Sprint’s conditions to reduce the intrastate access
rates of the Merged Firm.
V. THE STIPULATION DOES NOT ADDRESS ENFORCEMENT

Sprint is concerned that the Merged Firm, whether intentionally or
unintentionally, may not interpret a merger condition in the same manner that the
beneficiaries of the merger condition do. Sprint also has encountered objections from
ILECs as to what the appropriate forum is for bringing a regulatory or legal action to
enforce merger conditions. To erase doubt about merger condition enforcement, and to
encourage the Merged Firm to implement in good faith all of the merger conditions

approved by the Commission, Sprint proposes that the Commission specify how merger

¥ In the Matter of Applications Filed for the Transfer of Control of Embarq Corp. fo CenturyTel, Inc., WC
Docket No. 08-238, FCC 09-54 (Released June 25, 2009), 1 45 (emphasis added).

10



conditions are to be enforced. The Stipulation should contain the language Sprint
suggested in its testimony regarding enforcement. Sprint proposed:

The Oregon Public Utility Commission, the courts, and to the extent
appropriate, the FCC if it adopts a similar condition, shall each have
jurisdiction to enforce these Merger Conditions and carrier customers shall
be granted standing to complain to the foregoing bodies if the Merger
Conditions are violated. The Merged Firm will be responsible for paying
attorneys fees of complaining parties in any case where complaining
parties seek to enforce Merger conditions and are successful in such
enforcement. In addition, in any instance where a complaining party seeks
to enforce a Merger condition through complaints to the Oregon Public
Utility Commission, the courts, or to the FCC to the extent appropriate if it
adopts a similar condition, and is successful in such enforcement, the
complaining party may also require, at its option, that the term of any
Merger commitment so enforced be extended for an additional 48 months
in addition to the initial term.”

V. CONCLUSION

The Stipulation is not in the public interest and does not satisfy the “no harm”
standard. The Stipulation does not acknowledge that “the continued existence of a
robust, competitive marketplace is essential to satisfying the ‘no harm’ standard for this

19 and incorporate terms that protect that competitive marketplace. In fact,

transaction
without additional or modified conditions, the merger will do harm as the competitive
marketplace stands to suffer. For the reasons cited herein, and more fully in its filed
testimony, Sprint requests that the Commission impose the additional conditions that
Sprint identifies above. Sprint also suggests that the Commission do its due diligence on
the broadband commitment condition and insist that Oregon ratepayers indeed do get

added value as a result of the Stipulation. Finally, if the Stipulation goes forward, Sprint

supports Mr. Dougherty’s testimony in Staff Exhibit 700 and Mr. Feighner’s testimony in

? Sprint/1, pp. 31-32.
** Verizon/Frontier Order, p. 20.

11



CUB Exhibit 200 requesting that the Commission add a Most Favored States condition to
allow this Commission to impose conditions upon the Merged Firm that are imposed
upon them by other states and the FCC. This will ensure that the work done by the FCC
and other state commissions can be implemented in Oregon.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 14" day of December, 2010.

GRAHAM & DUNN PC

Judlth A. Endejan, OSB # 072534
7801 Alaskan Way ~ Suite 300
Seattle, WA 98121

Tel: (206) 624-8300

Fax: (206) 340-9599

Email: jendejan@grahamdunn.com

Kristin L. Jacobson

201 Mission Street, Suite 1500

San Francisco, CA 94105

Tel: 707.816.7583

Email: Kristin.I.jacobson@sprint.com

Kenneth Schifian

Diane Browning

6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland, KS 66251

Tel: 913.315.9783

Email: Kenneth.schifman@sprint.com
Diane.c.browning@sprint.com
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GRAHAM & DUNN pc

JUDITH A. ENDEJAN
206.340.9694

jendejan@grahamdunn.com

December 14, 2010

Oregon Public Utility Commission
Attn: Filing Center

550 Capital Street NE, #215
Salem, OR 97308-2148

Re:  In the Matter of CenturyLink, Inc., Application for Approval of Merger Between
CenturyTel Inc. and Qwest Communications, Inc.
Docket UM 1484

Dear Commission:

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are an original and five copies of Sprint’s Objections to
Stipulation, Declaration of James A. Appleby and Certificate of Service in Docket UM 1484.
Should you have any questions concerning this submission or need additional information,
please contact me at (206) 340-9694.

Very truly yours,

GRAHAM & DUNN PC

SEhNN R Lol

Judith A. Endejan

JAE/dtd
Enclosures

cc: All parties on Service List
M42217-1502265

Pier 70

2801 Alaskan Way ~ Suirte 300
Seattle WA 98121-1128

Tel 206.624.8300

Fax 206.340.9599

www.grahamdunn.com



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF OREGON
UM 1484
In the Matter of Docket No. UM 1484
CENTURYLINK, INC. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Application for Approval of Merger

)
)
)
|
between CenturyTel, Inc. and Qwest )
Communications International, Inc. )
)
)
)
)

| hereby certify that the (1) Declaration of James A. Appleby and (2) Sprint’s
Objections to Stipulation were served on the following persons on December 14, 2010,
by email to all parties and by U.S. Mail to the parties who have not waived paper service

as follows:

W=Waive Paper C=Confidential

service HC=Highly Confidential
w CHARLES L BEST (HC)
ATTORNEY AT LAW
w 360NETWORKS(USA) INC

MICHEL SINGER NELSON

PENNY STANLEY

w ATER WYNNE LLP

ARTHUR A BUTLER (C) (HC)

JOEL PAISNER
ATTORNEY

UM 1484 1

1631 NE BROADWAY #538
PORTLAND OR 97232-1425
chuck@charleslbest.com

370 INTERLOCKEN BLVD STE 600
BROOMPFIELD CO 80021-8015
mnelson@360.net

370 INTERLOCKEN BLVD STE 600
BROOMFIELD CO 80021-8015
penny.stanley@360.net

601 UNION STREET, STE 1501
SEATTLE WA 98101-3981
aab@aterwynne.com

601 UNION ST STE 1501
SEATTLE WA 98101-2327



w CENTRAL TELEPHONE INC

RICHARD STEVENS

w CENTURY FARM COURT

JOHN FELZ
DIRECTOR REGULATORY
OPERATIONS

w CENTURYLINK

RHONDA KENT

w CENTURYLINK, INC.
WILLIAM E HENDRICKS (C})
ATTORNEY

w CHARTER FIBERLINK OR - CCVII LLC

MICHAEL R MOORE

W CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON

GORDON FEIGHNER (C)
ENERGY ANALYST

ROBERT JENKS (C) (HC)
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

G. CATRIONA MCCRACKEN (C) (HC)
LEGAL COUNSEL/STAFF ATTY

RAYMOND MYERS (C) (HC)
ATTORNEY

KEVIN ELLIOTT PARKS (C) (HC)
STAFF ATTORNEY

w CITY OF LINCOLN CITY
DAVID HAWKER

CITY MANAGER

DOUGLAS R HOLBROOK

UM 1484 2

jrp@aterwynne.com

PO BOX 25
GOLDENDALE WA 98620
rstevens@gorge.net

5454 W 110TH ST KSOPKJ0502
OVERLAND PARK KS 66211
john.felz@centurylink.com

805 BROADWAY 8TH FL
VANCOUVER WA 98660
rhonda.kent@centurylink.com

805 BROADWAY ST
VANCOUVER WA 98660-3277
tre.hendricks@centurylink.com

12405 POWERSCOURT DR
ST LOUIS MO 63131
michael.moore@chartercom.com

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
gordon@oregoncub.org

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
bob@oregoncub.org

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
catriona@oregoncub.org

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
ray@oregoncub.org

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
kevin@oregoncub.org

801 SW HIGHWAY 101
LINCOLN CITY OR 97367
davidh@lincolncity.org

PO BOX 2087



UM 1484

ATTORNEY

COMMUNICATION CONNECTION
CHARLES JONES
MANAGER

CONVERGE COMMUNICATIONS

MARSHA SPELLMAN

CORPORATE LAWYERS PC

FRANK G PATRICK

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS CO

KATHERINE K MUDGE
DIRECTOR, STATE AFFAIRS & ILEC
RELATIONS

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

K CHALM (C) (HC)

BRIAN NIXON (C)

MARK P TRINCHERO (C) (HC)

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

JASON W JONES (C) (HC)
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL

GRAHAM & DUNN PC

JUDITH ENDEJAN (C)

GRAY PLANT MOOTY

GREGORY MERZ (C) (HC)
ATTORNEY

NEWPORT OR 97365
doug@lawbyhs.com

14250 NW SCIENCE PARK DR - STE B
PORTLAND OR 97229
charlesjones@cms-nw.com

10425 SW HAWTHORNE LN
PORTLAND OR 97225
marsha@convergecomm.com

PO BOX 231119
PORTLAND OR 97281
fgplawpc@hotmail.com

7000 N MOPAC EXPWY 2ND FL
AUSTIN TX 78731
kmudge@covad.com

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW 2ND FL
WASHINGTON DC 20006-3458
kchalm@dwt.com

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE STE 200
WASHINGTON DC 20006
briannixon@dwt.com

1300 SW FIFTH AVE STE 2300
PORTLAND OR 97201-5682
marktrinchero@dwt.com

BUSINESS ACTIVITIES SECTION
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096
jason.w.jones@state.or.us

2801 ALASKIAN WAY

SUITE 300

SEATTLE WA 98121
jendejan@grahamdunn.com

500 IDS CENTER

80 S EIGHTH ST
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402
gregory.merz@gpmlaw.com
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INTEGRA TELCOM INC
KAREN L CLAUSON (C)
VICE PRESIDENT, LAW & POLICY
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC
GREG L ROGERS (C)
SR CORPORATE COUNSEL
LINCOLN COUNTY COUNSEL

WAYNE BELMONT

MCDOWELL RACKNER & GIBSON PC

ADAM LOWNEY (C) (HC)

WENDY MCINDOO (C)
OFFICE MANAGER

LISA F RACKNER (C)
ATTORNEY

NORTHWEST PUBLIC
COMMUNICATIONS COUNCIL
GREG MARSHALL
PRESIDENT
PACIFIC NORTHWEST PAYPHONE

RANDY LINDERMAN

PARKER TELECOMMUNICATIONS

EDWIN B PARKER

PRIORITYONE TELECOMMUNICATIONS

INC

KELLY MUTCH (C)

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF
OREGON

6160 GOLDEN HILLS DR
GOLDEN VALLEY MN 55416-1020
kiclauson@integratelecom.com

1025 ELDORADO BLVD
BROOMFIELD CO 80021
greg.rogers@level3.com

225 W OLIVE ST, RM 110
NEWPORT OR 97365
wbelmont@co.lincoln.or.us

419 SW 11TH AVE, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
adam@mcd-law.com

419 SW 11TH AVE., SUITE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
wendy@mcd-law.com

419 SW 11TH AVE., SUITE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
lisa@mcd-law.com

2373 NW 185TH AVE - # 310
HILLSBORO OR 97124
gmarshall@corbantechnologies.com

PMB 300

2373 NW 185TH AVE
HILLSBORO OR 97124-7076
rlinderman@gofirestream.com

PO BOX 402
GLENEDEN BEACH OR 97388
edparker@teleport.com

PO BOX 758
LA GRANDE OR 97850-6462
managers@pltel.com
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BRYAN CONWAY (C) (HC)

MICHAEL DOUGHERTY (C) (HC)

QSI CONSULTING, INC

PATRICK L PHIPPS (C) (HC)
VICE PRESIDENT

QWEST CORPORATION
ALEX M DUARTE (C)
CORPORATE COUNSEL

MARK REYNOLDS

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO LP

DIANE BROWNING

KENNETH SCHIFMAN

SPRINT NEXTEL

KRISTIN L JACOBSON (C)

T-MOBILE USA INC

DAVE CONN

TILLAMOOK COUNTY
WILLIAM SARGENT
TILLAMOOK COUNTY COUNSEL
TW TELECOM OF OREGON LLC

LYNDALL NIPPS (C)
VICE PRESIDENT, REGULATORY
AFFAIRS

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF THE

NORTHWEST

BARBARA YOUNG

PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
bryan.conway@state.or.us

PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
michael.dougherty@state.or.us

3504 SUNDANCE DR
SPRINGFIELD IL 62711

310 SW PARK AVE 11TH FL
PORTLAND OR 97205-3715
alex.duarte@qgwest.com

1600 7TH AVE RM 3206
SEATTLE WA 98191
mark.reynolds3@qwest.com

6450 SPRINT PKWY
OVERLAND PARK KS 66251
diane.c.browning@sprint.com

6450 SPRINT PKWY
OVERLAND PARK KS 66251
kenneth.schifman@sprint.com

201 MISSION ST STE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
kristin.|.jacobson@sprint.com

12920 SE 38TH ST
BELLEVUE WA 98006
dave.conn@t-mobile.com

1134 MAIN AVE
TILLAMOOK OR 97141
wsargent@oregoncoast.com

9665 GRANITE RIDGE DR - STE 500
SAN DIEGO CA 92123
lyndall.nipps@twtelecom.com

902 WASCO ST ORHDRAQO305



HOOD RIVER OR 97031
barbara.c.young@centurylink.com

w WSTC

ADAM HAAS 10425 SW HAWTHORNE LN
PORTLAND OR 97225
adamhaas@convergecomm.com

X0 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC

REX M KNOWLES 7050 UNION PARK AVE - STE 400
REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT - MIDVALE UT 84047
REGULATORY rex.knowles@xo.com

DATED this 14™ day of December, 2010, at Seattle, Wakhington.

Darlyr;e De Mafs €
Assistant to Judith A. Endejan
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