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The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) moves to intervene in this case where the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or “Commission”) will consider granting Frontier North, Inc. (“Frontier” or “Company”) the ability to increase the rates customers pay for basic local exchange service (“basic service”) in 224 exchanges.
  OCC files on behalf of Frontier’s residential customers.
  There is good reason for granting OCC’s motion, as further explained in the following Memorandum in Support.   

With this intervention OCC also files comments on the Application.  OCC appreciates that Frontier recently filed an “Addendum” to limit the Application to basic service for small business customers (and not residential customers),
 to address concerns expressed to it by OCC related to the terms of an earlier settlement.
  OCC’s comments are two-fold.  First, pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-06, the PUCO should expressly authorize Frontier’s Addendum as an amendment to the Company’s existing Application.  In authorizing the amendment of the Application, the PUCO thereby should rule that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.  Second, in the event the PUCO does not enter this ruling, then OCC’s comments explain why the Application is not allowed for residential consumers by a prior settlement and, at a minimum, should be denied regarding residential customers for 13 exchanges.
 

Respectfully submitted,
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OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s/ Terry L. Etter         
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT


I.
INTRODUCTION

In 2009, the Commission granted Verizon North, Inc. the authority to raise the rates it charged customers for basic service in 21 exchanges.
  In 2010, in allowing Frontier to acquire the Verizon service territory in Ohio, the Commission approved a Stipulation that, among other things, prohibits Frontier from pursuing the right or opportunity to raise its residential basic service rates until it meets the Stipulation’s broadband commitment.
  Frontier now seeks the authority to raise basic service rates in the 224 exchanges not addressed in the 2010 Order.

As originally filed, the Application did not exclude basic service provided to residential customers from the request for pricing flexibility under R.C. 4927.12(C).  Because Frontier has not signified that it has met the Stipulation’s broadband commitment, the Application as originally filed would have violated the Stipulation.  The Addendum the Company filed on December 14, 2012, however, noted that the Application “is only for a determination by the PUCO for a competitive designation as provided for in ORC 4927.12(C)(3) for small business end-user access to and usage of Telephone Company provided services over the primary access line of service which is not part of a bundle or package of services, and is not an application to pursue a right or opportunity to alter Tier I Basic Local Exchange Rates for residential customers.”
  OCC appreciates Frontier’s clarification that rates and service for residential consumers are not within the scope of the Application (and OCC appreciates Frontier’s consideration of OCC’s concerns that led to the Addendum).

Nevertheless, OCC asks the Commission to make clear in a ruling that the Application before it contains, via the Addendum, no impact whatsoever on residential services now or in the future.  OCC thus intervenes in order to protect the interests of residential customers.  In addition, in the event the Commission does not limit the Application to Frontier’s small business customers, OCC files comments on the documentation supporting the Application.  

II.
MOTION TO INTERVENE

R.C. 4903.221 provides, in part, that any person “who may be adversely affected” by a PUCO proceeding is entitled to seek intervention in that proceeding.  The interests of Ohio’s residential consumers may be “adversely affected” by this case where, for purposes of enforcing a prior Stipulation, it must be determined that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.  Thus, this element of the intervention standard in R.C. 4903.221 is satisfied. 

R.C. 4903.221(B) requires the Commission to consider the following criteria in ruling on motions to intervene:

(1)
The nature and extent of the prospective intervenor’s interest;

(2)
The legal position advanced by the prospective intervenor and its probable relation to the merits of the case;

(3)
Whether the intervention by the prospective intervenor will unduly prolong or delay the proceeding; and

(4)
Whether the prospective intervenor will significantly contribute to the full development and equitable resolution of the factual issues.

First, the nature and extent of OCC’s interest is representing Ohio’s residential consumers to ensure that the proceeding does not result in unreasonable or unlawful rate increases that would harm them.  These interests are different from those of any other party and especially different from those of Frontier, whose advocacy includes the financial interest of its stockholders.

Second, OCC’s advocacy for consumers will include but not be limited to advancing the position that the PUCO should adhere to the prior Stipulation by accepting Frontier’s Addendum as an amendment to the Application such that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.  In advance of such a ruling, OCC’s advocacy will explain that residential issues cannot be within the scope of the Application, and that proof to allow Frontier the pricing flexibility under R.C. 4927.12(C)(3) is lacking for at least 13 exchanges.  OCC’s position is therefore directly related to the merits of this proceeding before the PUCO, the authority with regulatory control of public utilities’ rates and service quality in Ohio. 

Third, OCC’s intervention will not unduly prolong or delay the proceedings.  OCC, with its longstanding expertise and experience in PUCO proceedings, will duly allow for the efficient processing of the case with consideration of the public interest.

Fourth, OCC will significantly contribute to the full development and equitable resolution of the factual issues in this proceeding.  OCC will obtain and develop information that the PUCO should consider for equitably and lawfully deciding the case in the public interest. 

OCC also satisfies the intervention criteria in the Ohio Administrative Code (which are subordinate to the criteria that OCC satisfies in the Ohio Revised Code).  To intervene, a party should have a “real and substantial interest” according to Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11(A)(2).  As the residential utility consumer advocate, OCC has a very real and substantial interest in this proceeding where Frontier is seeking the ability to raise the rates the Company charges its basic service customers.  

In addition, OCC meets the criteria of Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11(B)(1)-(4).  These criteria mirror the statutory criteria in R.C. 4903.221(B) that OCC already has addressed and that OCC satisfies.  Further, Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11(B)(5) states that the Commission shall consider the “extent to which the person’s interest is represented by existing parties.”  While OCC does not concede the lawfulness of this criterion, OCC satisfies this criterion in that OCC uniquely has been designated as the state representative of the interests of Ohio’s residential utility consumers.  That interest is different from, and not represented by, any other entity in Ohio.  

Moreover, the Supreme Court of Ohio confirmed OCC’s right to intervene in PUCO proceedings, in ruling on two appeals in which OCC claimed the PUCO erred by denying its intervention.  The Court found that the PUCO abused its discretion in denying OCC’s intervention and that OCC should have been granted intervention.
  

OCC meets the criteria set forth in R.C. 4903.221, Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11, and the precedent established by the Supreme Court of Ohio for intervention.  On behalf of Ohio residential consumers, the Commission should grant OCC’s motion to intervene in this proceeding.

III.
COMMENTS

A.
The Commission Should Authorize Frontier’s Addendum as an Amendment of Its Application That Removes Any Applicability of This Case, Now or in the Future, to Residential Consumers.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-06 allows the PUCO to authorize amendments of applications.  The PUCO should expressly authorize Frontier’s Addendum as an amendment of its Application.  And, in authorizing the amendment of the Application, the PUCO should rule that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later Application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.  

Frontier’s Addendum and the rulings on it that OCC seeks are based on the above-referenced December 8, 2009 Stipulation that prohibits any attempt by Frontier to enable an increase in residential basic service rates until Frontier meets the Stipulation’s broadband commitment.  The Stipulation provides, in pertinent part:

Beginning on the date of this Stipulation and continuing through the duration of the Broadband Program, Verizon North (subject to section 3.c of this Stipulation), and Frontier North will not pursue any right or opportunity to increase Tier 1 residential basic local exchange rates in the VNSA effective during such period.  This commitment does not apply to bundled service offerings that include basic local exchange service.  Further, Frontier North will have the right to seek relief from this commitment for material exogenous events.

Thus, under the Stipulation, Frontier cannot even pursue the right or opportunity to raise residential basic service rates until the broadband commitment is met.  Frontier recognizes this in the Addendum:

[T]his filing is only for a determination by the PUCO for a competitive designation as provided for in ORC 4927.12(C)(3) for small business end-user access to and usage of Telephone Company provided services over the primary access line of service which is  not part of a bundle or package of services, and is not an application to pursue a right or opportunity to alter Tier I Basic Local Exchange Rates for residential customers.  Frontier is obligated under the terms of the stipulation that were implemented in PUCO Case No. 09-454-TP-ACO and will not pursue any right or opportunity to raise residential Tier 1 Basic Local Exchange Rates through the duration of the Broadband Program as defined in that case.

The Company has not yet met the broadband commitment, and thus would be in violation of the Stipulation if the Application were to address pricing flexibility for basic service offered to residential customers.  In order to uphold the intent of the parties to the Stipulation, and the Commission’s Order approving the Stipulation, the Commission should expressly authorize Frontier’s Addendum as an amendment of its Application.  And, in authorizing the amendment of the Application, the PUCO should rule that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later Application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.
B.
If OCC’s Requested Rulings Are Not Made to Fulfill the Terms of the Prior Stipulation (Despite Being Required by the Stipulation), Then the Commission Should at Least Deny the Application for 13 Exchanges Regarding Residential Service.

As stated in the preceding section, the prior Stipulation does not allow for any filing that in any way would enable a residential increase, prior to the achievement of a commitment (that has yet to be attained).  That term should be enforced.  For example, any enabling of a non-residential basic service increase in this case cannot be used to later enable a similar increase for residential consumers.  If this compliance with the Stipulation is not clarified as OCC requests above, then OCC comments as follows for consumer protection. 

OCC reviewed the documentation Frontier submitted with the Application.  If the Commission does not make the rulings OCC requests to fulfill the terms of the Stipulation, the Commission should find that the Application has not met the requirements for granting Frontier the authority to increase the basic service rates residential customers pay in 13 exchanges.  

Under R.C. 4927.12(C)(3)(a) and Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-6-14(C)(1)(c), in order to have pricing flexibility for basic service in an exchange, an incumbent telephone company must show that there are at least two alternative providers in the exchange competing with the company’s basic service, regardless of technology used or the extent of the alternative provider’s service area.  R.C. 4927.12(C)(3)(b) and Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-6-14(C)(1)(c)(i) state that “the commission shall be deemed to have found that the application meets the requirements of that paragraph unless the commission, within thirty days after the filing of an application, issues an order finding that the requirements have not been met.”  

Frontier has the burden of proof that the Application meets the requirements of the statute and the PUCO’s rules.  Frontier has not carried its burden in 13 of the exchanges named in the Application.

At the outset, the original Application is confusing as to which providers Frontier is using to make the demonstration required by the statute and the PUCO’s rules.  Frontier provided a matrix showing the exchanges and the alleged competitors in each exchange.
  The matrix is meant to be a “guide” for reviewing the Application.
  But for many exchanges, the documentation Frontier submitted with the original Application to make the required showing involves carriers that are different from those listed in the matrix.  For example, the matrix lists Time Warner Cable as a competitor in 161 exchanges,
 but Time Warner is named as an alternative provider on the cover sheets for the documentation supporting the Application in only 15 exchanges.
  The Commission and the public should not have to guess which alternative providers Frontier claims to be serving the exchanges named in the Application.  

A review of the documentation submitted with the original Application and the supplemental documentation reveals that Frontier does not show that, in 13 exchanges,
 there are at least two alternative providers competing with the Company’s basic service, 

as required by R.C. 4927.12(C)(3) and Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-6-14(C)(1)(c).  The Commission should thus deny the Application for those exchanges.

Sun ISP and Skype.  Through its supplement to the Application, Frontier contends that it meets the competitive test through the presence of Voice over Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) providers, either Skype or Sun ISP or both, in 11 exchanges.
  In addition, although the cover sheet for the Sinking Springs exchange lists Verizon Wireless and Sprint as the alleged alternative providers, the Company submitted documentation for Verizon Wireless and Sun ISP.  Frontier submitted no documentation regarding Sprint for the Sinking Springs exchange.

For support regarding Skype and Sun ISP in the 12 exchanges, Frontier submitted copies of a printout of the websites for the two carriers.  The documentation, however, only describes the carriers and generally discusses their services.  It does not show that either provider offers service in the specific exchanges.

This is a departure from the documentation the Commission has deemed acceptable to show that a VoIP provider is an alternative provider in an exchange to meet the statutory competitive test.  In their applications for basic service pricing flexibility under R.C. 4927.12(C)(3), other telephone companies have named VoIP providers as alternative providers.
  Unlike Frontier, they used screen shots from each provider’s website confirming that the provider could serve an actual telephone number from the specified exchange.
  Frontier’s documentation shows only that Sun ISP and Skype are available somewhere via satellite, not that they actually offer their service to customers in the specific exchanges named in the Application.  

In addition, neither service can be considered a competitor to the Company’s basic service because they lack a key element of basic telephone service: access to 9-1-1 emergency services.
  Neither Sun ISP nor Skype guarantees that customers will be able to reach 9-1-1 in an emergency.  Skype explicitly tells customers that it does not replace wireline telephone service:

Skype Software is not a replacement for your ordinary mobile or fixed line telephone.  In particular, apart from in very limited circumstances, the Software does not allow you to make emergency calls to emergency services.  You must make alternative communication arrangements to ensure you can make emergency calls if necessary.

Sun ISP apparently is attempting to comply with federal directives to make 9-1-1 service available to its customers, but the ability to make emergency calls through its service is not widely available.
  In addition, Sun ISP warns its customers using its emergency calling service that they assume a risk that emergency calls will not be completed:

SunISP does offer an Emergency Calling Service that is different in a number of important ways from traditional 911 services or SunISP E911 services.  For customers that do not have E911 capability, when you dial 911, your call is routed from the SunISP network to the Public Safety Answering Point (“PSAP”) or local emergency service personnel using the address that you provided to SunISP.  You acknowledge and understand that when you dial 911 from your SunISP Equipment you will be routed to the general or administrative telephone number for the PSAP or local emergency service provider, and will not necessarily be routed to the 911 dispatcher(s) who are specifically designated to receive incoming 911 calls using traditional 911 dialing.  Additionally, some PSAPs may from time to time refuse to accept calls from VoIP providers such as SunISP.  As described herein, this Emergency Calling Service dialing currently is NOT the same as traditional 911 or E911 dialing, and at this time, does not necessarily include all of the capabilities of traditional 911 dialing.

OCC is not advocating that a competitor’s service must be equivalent, or even comparable, to the basic service defined in R.C. 4927.01(A)(1)(b).  Still, the Commission should recognize that a service lacking the ability for customers to reach emergency services is not actually a competing service to the incumbent carrier’s basic service.

Regardless, Frontier’s documentation does not show that either Skype or Sun ISP phone service is available in the 12 exchanges.  The Commission should not allow Frontier be able to raise basic service rates for residential customers in these exchanges.

Clear Rate Communications.  In its Supplement to the Application, Frontier names Clear Rate as an alternative provider in the Amsterdam, Baltic and Bowerston exchanges.  For support, Frontier submitted copies of a portion of a page from Clear Rate’s tariff which states: “Clear Rate offers service in the Ohio exchanges and local calling areas in their entirety of AT&T Ohio and Verizon. …  Clear Rate offers service in the footprints of AT&T Ohio and Verizon, as noted in the following service area maps.”  This is insufficient to show that Clear Rate offers service competing with the Company’s basic service to residential customers specifically in the Amsterdam, Baltic and Bowerston exchanges.

The presence of an alternative provider in a specific exchange should not be based on a general statement in a tariff.  There should be a specific link between the provider and the exchange,
 such as information showing that the carrier will port a number in the exchange.  Frontier has the burden of proof in this proceeding.  Its documentation, however, does not show that Clear Rate is an alternative provider in the Amsterdam, Baltic and Bowerston exchanges.
American Broadband & Telecommunications.  In the supplemental documentation, Frontier names AB&T as an alternative provider in the Amesville and Bergholz exchanges.  For support, Frontier submitted copies of portions of pages from AB&T’s tariff.  For Amesville, the tariff shows that the exchange is part of the local calling area for the Athens exchange, and for Bergholz the tariff shows the exchange is part of the Steubenville exchange’s local calling area.  This documentation is insufficient to show that AB&T is an alternative provider of residential service in the Amesville and Bergholz exchanges.

It is a big leap to assume that any provider offers service to customers in an exchange simply because it is within the local calling area of another exchange.  Local calling areas mean only that there is no additional charge for calls from one exchange to another.  It is not proof that AB&T will be the service provider for residents in other 
exchanges listed in a local calling area.  Frontier has not shown that AB&T is an alternative provider of basic service for residential customers in the Amesville and Bergholz exchanges.

Cheshire Center.  In its original Application, Frontier included documentation purporting to demonstrate that Verizon Wireless and T-Mobile are alternative providers in the Cheshire Center exchange.  But the documentation shows coverage maps for Lewis Center, not Cheshire Center.  Frontier’s supplemental filing did not include additional information regarding the Cheshire Center exchange, and thus there is nothing in the record of this proceeding to show that Verizon Wireless, T-Mobile or any other provider offers service that might compete with Frontier’s basic service in the Cheshire Center exchange.

Frontier’s documentation is insufficient to show that the competitive test is met for the Cheshire Center exchange.  The Commission should not authorize pricing flexibility for residential basic service in this exchange.

IV.
CONCLUSION

OCC has met the statutory and administrative tests for intervention in this proceeding on behalf of consumers.  The Commission should grant OCC’s Motion to Intervene.  

Also, the PUCO should expressly authorize Frontier’s Addendum as an amendment of its Application, to comply with the terms of a prior Stipulation that prohibits the enabling of a residential rate increase at this time.  In authorizing the amendment of the Application, the PUCO should rule that the Application does not encompass or control, now or in the future (such as for a later Application), any issues related to rates and service for residential consumers.  In the absence of such rulings (that are required by the prior Stipulation), OCC explains that Frontier’s documentation does not show that two alternative providers offer service to customers that competes with Frontier’s basic service in 13 of the exchanges at issue, as required by R.C. 4927.12(C)(3)(a) and Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-6-14(C)(1)(c).    

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE J. WESTON

OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s/ Terry L. Etter         

          


Terry L. Etter, Counsel of Record

Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485

Phone: 614-466-7964 (Etter direct)

etter@occ.state.oh.us
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	Exchange
	Alleged Competitors
	Reason for Rejecting

	Amesville
	Sprint, Sun ISP, Skype, AB&T
	Sprint: it is difficult to determine whether Amesville is actually in Sprint’s coverage area; it could be in an area with no coverage.

Sun ISP & Skype: documentation shows only that they offer service somewhere, not specifically in the Amesville exchange. 

AB&T: documentation shows only that Amesville is in the local calling area for Athens; it does not show that AB&T offers service in the Amesville exchange.

	Amsterdam
	Clear Rate, Sun ISP
	Clear Rate: documentation includes only a general statement that it offers service in Frontier territory, not specifically in the Amsterdam exchange.

Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Amsterdam exchange.

	Baltic
	Sun ISP, AT&T Wireless, Clear Rate
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Baltic exchange.

Clear Rate: documentation includes only a general statement that it offers service in Frontier territory, not specifically in the Baltic exchange.

	Bergholz
	AB&T, Sun ISP
	AB&T: documentation shows only that Bergholz is in the Steubenville local calling area; it does not show that AB&T offers service in the Bergholz exchange.

Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Bergholz exchange.

	Bowerston
	Verizon Wireless, Clear Rate, Sun ISP
	Clear Rate: documentation includes only a general statement that it offers service in Frontier territory, not specifically in the Bowerston exchange.

Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Bowerston exchange.

	Cheshire Center
	Verizon Wireless, T-Mobile
	The documentation has coverage maps for Lewis Center, not Cheshire Center.  No documentation regarding the Cheshire Center exchange.

	Cooperdale
	Verizon Wireless, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Cooperdale exchange.

	Dillonvale-Mt. Pleasant
	Comcast, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Dillonvale-Mt. Pleasant exchange.

	Jewett
	AT&T Wireless, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Jewett exchange.

	Letart Falls
	AT&T Wireless, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the LeTart Falls exchange.

	Scio
	AT&T Wireless, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Scio exchange.

	Sinking Springs
	Verizon Wireless, Sprint
	No documentation to support Sprint. Documentation for Sun ISP shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Sinking Springs exchange.

	Summerfield
	AT&T Wireless, Sun ISP
	Sun ISP: documentation shows only that it offers service somewhere, not specifically in the Summerfield exchange
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� See Application (December 4, 2012) (“Application”), Exhibit 1.  The filing was originated on December 3, but because the vast majority of the documentation supporting the application was filed electronically after 5:30 p.m., Frontier docketed a letter asking the Commission to make the application date December 4.  Frontier also filed documentation for the Celina exchange on December 5.  The Company supplemented the Application with additional documentation for 32 exchanges on December 14, 2012.


� See R.C. Chapter 4911; R.C. 4903.221; Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11.


� Addendum (December 14, 2012) at [2]-[3].  


� In the Matter of the Joint Application of Frontier Communications Corporation, New Communications Holdings, Inc. and Verizon Communications Inc. for Consent and Approval of a Change in Control, Case No. 09-454-TP-ACO, Stipulation and Recommendation (December 8, 2009) (“Stipulation”) at 6.  The PUCO approved the Stipulation without modification by Order dated February 11, 2010 at 29.


� Amesville, Amsterdam, Baltic, Bergholz, Bowerston, Cheshire Center, Cooperdale, Dillonvale-Mt. Pleasant, Jewett, Letart Falls, Scio, Sinking Springs and Summerfield.


� In the Matter of the Application of Verizon North, Inc. for Approval of an Alternative Form of Regulation of Basic Local Exchange Service and Other Tier 1 Services Pursuant to Chapter 4901:1-4, Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 08-989-TP-BLS, Order (March 18, 2009).


� Stipulation at 6.  


� See Application, Exhibit 1.


� Addendum at [2]-[3].


� See Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Comm., 111 Ohio St.3d 384, 2006-Ohio-5853, ¶¶ 13-20 (2006).


� Id. at 6 (emphasis added).  Section 3.c of the Stipulation addresses the testing of the operational support system for providing wholesale services, which was concluded about the time the acquisition took place.  Id. at 7-10.  It is not a limitation on or an exception to the prohibition against Frontier seeking authority to raise residential basic service rates.


� Addendum at [2]-[3].


� Application, Exhibit 1.


� Id., Memorandum in Support at [2].


� See id., Exhibit 1.


� See id., Exhibit 2, cover sheets for Amanda, Arlington, Ashley, Fayette, Forest, LaRue, Laura, Laurelville, Lynchburg, Mineral City, Minerva, Plymouth, Polk, Russellville and Warsaw.


� The list of exchanges and reasons why each exchange should be excluded is attached as Exhibit 1 to this filing.


� Amesville, Amsterdam, Baltic, Bergholz, Bowerston, Cooperdale, Dillonvale-Mt. Pleasant, Jewett, Letart Falls, Scio and Summerfield.


� See United Telephone Company of Ohio dba CenturyLink, Case No. 12-2750-TP-BLS, Application (October 18, 2012), Exhibit 1; Pattersonville Telephone Company, Case No. 12-1110-TP-BLS, Application (March 29, 2012), Exhibit E. 


� Case No. 12-2750-TP-BLS, Application, Exhibit 2 (Glenmont and McConnellsville); Case No. 12-1110-TP-BLS, Application, Exhibit E


� See R.C. 4927.01(A)(1)(b)(iv).


� https://support.skype.com/en/faq/FA29/can-i-call-an-emergency-number-from-skype.


� http://www.sun-isp.com/terms.php.


� Id.


� The phrase “Clear Rate offers service in the Ohio exchanges and local calling areas in their entirety of AT&T Ohio and Verizon” is unclear.  The phrase refers only to AT&T Ohio and Verizon (now, Frontier), but exchanges have local calling areas that include exchanges of other telephone companies in Ohio, such as CenturyLink and Windstream.  The tariff makes no claim to offer service in other companies’ territories.  Thus, it is unclear what is meant by “in their entirety.”


� In a similar vein for the Amesville exchange, the documentation regarding Sprint includes a map of all of southeastern Ohio with Amesville apparently denoted by the likeness of a pushpin.  The point of the pin, however, is on the edge of an area showing no coverage for Sprint.  The documentation thus is inconclusive at best regarding Sprint’s presence in the Amesville exchange.
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