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INTRODUCTION
Ohioans are entitled to receive adequate telephone service at reasonable prices.
  Adequate service means, among other things, that consumers have rights in their dealings with telephone companies.  Ohio law and PUCO rules set out those rights.

The PUCO must review rules every five years to determine whether to continue the rules without change, to amend the rules, or to rescind the rules.
  The PUCO began this proceeding to review its rules in concerning the relationship between consumers and telephone companies.  After the PUCO received comments on the PUCO Staff’s proposed changes to the rules, the Ohio General Assembly passed HB 64 in 2015.  Among other things, HB 64 established new procedures for Ohio telephone companies to stop providing basic local exchange service (“basic service” or “BLES”) to customers.  

The PUCO Staff proposed rules to implement HB 64, and the PUCO received comments on the proposed rules.

On November 30, 2016, the PUCO issued its Order adopting Draft Rules.  While the Draft Rules contain many benefits for Ohioans in their dealings with telephone companies, the Draft Rules can and should be improved to better protect consumers.  To that end, Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition,
 Legal Aid Society of Southwest Ohio LLC,
 the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel,
 Ohio Poverty Law Center,
 Pro Seniors, Inc.,
 and Southeastern Ohio Legal Services
 (collectively, “Consumer Groups”) filed an Application for Rehearing of the Order on December 30, 2016.  Applications for rehearing were also filed by The Ohio Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Ohio (“AT&T Ohio”), the Ohio Telecom Association (“OTA”), and the Ohio Cable Telecommunications Association (“OCTA”).  

Consumer Groups
 file this Memorandum Contra the applications for rehearing filed by AT&T Ohio, OTA, and OCTA.
  AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing does not comply with the PUCO’s rules for applications for rehearing
 and should be denied.  However, if the PUCO does not deny AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing, it should reject all but one of AT&T Ohio’s assignments of error.
  Similarly, the PUCO should reject all of OTA’s assignments of error and OCTA’s first assignment of error.

II.
AT&T OHIO’S APPLICATION FOR REHEARING IS NOT IN THE FORM REQUIRED BY THE PUCO’S RULES AND SHOULD BE REJECTED.
Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-35(A) states that any party or any affected person, firm, or corporation may seek rehearing of a PUCO order, within 30 days after the order is issued.  The rule also requires that applications for rehearing “must set forth, in numbered or lettered paragraphs, the specific ground or grounds upon which the applicant considers the commission order to be unreasonable or unlawful.”
  And the rule states that applications for rehearing “must be accompanied by a memorandum in support, which sets forth an explanation of the basis for each ground for rehearing identified in the application for rehearing and which shall be filed no later than the application for rehearing.”  Thus, the PUCO’s rules require an application for rehearing that is separate and distinct from the explanation in the memorandum in support.  AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing does not meet the PUCO’s standard.  It should be denied.

AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing does not set forth in numbered or lettered paragraphs the specific grounds on which AT&T Ohio considers the Order to be unreasonable or unlawful.  Instead, AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing contains only numerated headings identifying specific rules or general areas of concern.  The headings contained in AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing are:

1. 
Definition of “Carrier of Last Resort”

2. 
Definition of “Reasonable and Comparatively Priced Voice Service”

3. 
Regulation of VoIP Providers
 

4. 
Regulation of Services Not Commercially Available as of September 13, 2010

5. 
Requirement that Notice Include FCC Order Approving Withdrawal of Interstate Access Component of BLES
 

6. 
Imposition of Notice Requirement on Sole Provider of Voice Service
 

7. 
Additional Withdrawal Obligations
 

8. 
Lifeline Requirements

These headings do not meet the specificity requirement in Rule 35(A).  In addition, AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing is not accompanied by a memorandum in support that explains the basis for each ground for rehearing, as required by Rule 35(A).  Instead, AT&T Ohio includes the explanation within the body of the application for rehearing.  The explanation for at least two of the headings – number 5 and number 7 – seems to discuss multiple assignments of error.

AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing should be rejected for lack of specificity and neglecting the rules that govern the PUCO.  Nevertheless, Consumer Groups will respond to AT&T Ohio’s arguments, in case the PUCO does not reject the application for rehearing.

III. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
A.
AT&T Ohio’s suggested change in the definition of “Carrier of Last Resort” is unnecessary to ensure that only providers of basic service to residential customers are covered by the Draft Rule.

AT&T Ohio takes issue with the definition of “Carrier of Last Resort” (“COLR”) found in Draft Rule 1(F).
  Specifically, AT&T Ohio is concerned that including “successor telephone companies” in the definition would have consequences that the PUCO does not intend.
  AT&T Ohio claims that the Draft Rule may unlawfully place COLR obligations on providers of reasonable and comparatively priced voice service to former residential customers of an incumbent telephone company that withdraws basic service.
  AT&T Ohio misreads the rule.

AT&T Ohio ignores the fact that a successor telephone company must be “required” to provide basic service in order to be subject to the COLR obligation of Draft Rule 1(F).  Draft Rule 1(F) applies the COLR obligation to “an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) or successor telephone company that is required to provide basic local exchange service on a reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis to all persons or entities in its service area requesting that service as set forth in section 4927.11 of the Revised Code.”  Hence, the rule applies to successor telephone companies only if they are required to provide basic service under R.C. 4927.11.  That statute applies only to incumbent carriers.  R.C. 4927.11(A) states: “Except as otherwise provided in this section and section 4927.10 of the Revised Code, an incumbent local exchange carrier shall provide basic local exchange service to all persons or entities in its service area requesting that service, and that service shall be provided on a reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis.”  The rule clearly states that competitive carriers are not required to provide basic service.  Thus, the phrase “successor telephone company” in the Draft Rule refers to a company that is a successor in interest to an incumbent telephone company.
Further, R.C. 4927.11 applies only to incumbent carriers that have not withdrawn basic service under R.C. 4927.10.  Thus, the only successor companies that Draft Rule 1(F) could refer to are companies that are successors in interest to an incumbent carrier that is still required to provide basic service.  They would be the only “successor” companies that would be required to provide basic service under R.C. 4927.11.

In addition, AT&T Ohio’s concern that Draft Rule 1(F) might apply to providers of a reasonable and comparatively priced voice service to former residential customers of an incumbent telephone company that withdraws basic service is misplaced.  The definition of “voice service” explicitly states that voice service is not the same as basic service.
  Thus, Draft Rule 1(F) would not apply to a carrier that provides only voice service.

AT&T Ohio’s suggested change to Draft Rule 1(F) is unnecessary.  The PUCO should reject AT&T Ohio’s suggestion.
B.
The PUCO should adopt AT&T Ohio’s suggested change to the definition of “reasonable and comparatively priced voice service” in Draft Rule 1(BB), along with Consumer Groups’ proposed changes for enhancing the consumer protections in the Draft Rule.
Draft Rule 1(BB) provides:

“Reasonable and comparatively priced voice service” is a voice service that incorporates the definition set forth in division (B)(3) of section 4927.10 of the Revised Code and is presumptively deemed competitively priced, subject to rebuttal, if the rate does not exceed either: (1) the ILEC’s BLES rate by more than twenty percent or; (2) the federal communications commission’s (FCC) urban rate floor as defined in 47 C.F.R. 54.318(a).

AT&T Ohio suggests changing the rule so that it is two sentences.
  The first sentence would read, “‘Reasonable and comparatively priced voice service’ is a voice service that incorporates the definition set forth in division (B)(3) of section 4927.10 of the Revised Code.”  The second sentence would read, “A voice service is presumptively deemed competitively priced, subject to rebuttal, if the rate does not exceed either: (1) the ILEC’s BLES rate by more than twenty percent or; (2) the federal communications commission’s (FCC) urban rate floor as defined in 47 C.F.R. 54.318(a).”

Consumer Groups agree with AT&T Ohio’s proposed change, so long as the second sentence reflects the changes proposed in Consumer Groups’ Application for Rehearing.  Consumer Groups noted that the PUCO should rectify several flaws in Draft Rule 1(BB).  First, the Draft Rule is vague as to what the price of the voice service would be compared to in order to determine whether it is competitively priced.
  Would it be the incumbent’s basic service rate or would it be to the FCC’s urban rate floor?  Consumer Groups recommended changing the Draft Rule so that the comparison would be to the lesser of 20 percent more than the incumbent’s basic rate or the FCC’s urban rate floor.

Second, the Draft Rule does not specify the incumbent carrier’s burden for rebutting the presumption.  Consumer Groups stated that the presumption should be rebutted only through clear and convincing evidence.

The second sentence of Draft Rule 1(BB) proposed by AT&T Ohio should be adopted only if it includes the changes recommended in Consumer Groups’ Application for Rehearing.  Thus, if the Draft Rule is divided into two sentences, the second sentence should read, “A voice service is presumptively deemed competitively priced, subject to rebuttal by clear and convincing evidence, if the rate does not exceed the lesser of: (1) the ILEC’s BLES rate by more than twenty percent or; (2) the federal communications commission’s (FCC) urban rate floor as defined in 47 C.F.R. 54.318(a).”
C.
OTA’s arguments against the rebuttable presumption in Draft Rule 1(BB), that puts limitations on the amount residential customers pay for an alternative service, are flawed.
OTA makes three arguments against the rebuttable presumption in Draft Rule 1(BB).  First, OTA argues that the rebuttable presumption has no basis in statute and should be eliminated.
  Second, OTA contends that the Draft Rule places an unreasonable burden of proof on telephone companies to rebut the presumption.
  Third, OTA claims that the Draft Rule is unreasonable because it requires making a prospective comparison of prices based on historic prices.
  OTA is wrong in all three arguments.

First, the definition of “reasonable and comparatively priced” in R.C. 4927.10(B)(3) requires the PUCO to make an independent judgment regarding whether an alternative service meets the definition.  The only guidance in the law is that in making this judgment, the PUCO must consider all the alternatives in the marketplace and their functionalities.  But the PUCO must make this determination in less than 90 days after a customer petitions the PUCO for assistance in finding an alternative provider.
  And because the PUCO might not be aware of all the alternative providers available to the customer
 – and the prices of the alternative providers’ services – the PUCO should have a baseline for making its determination.

Although incorporating a larger percentage above the basic service rate than suggested by Consumer Groups,
 the baseline in the presumption in Draft Rule 1(BB) is not unreasonable, if amended as Consumer Groups suggest.
  

Second, the burden of rebutting the presumption – even with the clear and convincing evidence standard proposed by Consumer Groups – is not unreasonable.  Consumers would be on the verge of losing their telephone service, through no action of their own.  The requirement that an alternative service be competitively priced is an important consumer protection in HB 64.  It was placed there to ensure that the amount consumers pay for phone service doesn’t suddenly skyrocket because of the differential between the price for their telephone company’s basic service and the price of available alternative services.  This important consumer protection should not be weakened.  

Third, OTA’s argument concerning the “prospective” nature of comparing prices for telephone service is without merit.  The PUCO would compare an alternative provider’s rates to the incumbent’s basic service rates or the FCC’s urban floor as they exist at a single point in time.
  From that comparison, the PUCO would determine whether the alternative service available to a customer is competitively priced at the time an incumbent carrier is discontinuing basic service to a residential customer.

OTA’s arguments against Draft Rule 1(BB) are flawed.  The PUCO should reject the changes proposed by OTA.

D.
Contrary to assertions by the telephone interests, the PUCO has jurisdiction to require notice from sole providers of voice service and sole providers of residential customers’ access to emergency services before the providers withdraw service, because such notice is necessary for the protection, welfare, and safety of the public.
In its Order, the PUCO adopted Draft Rules 21(F) and (G).  Draft Rule 21(F) requires a sole provider of voice service seeking to abandon or withdraw the service to give only 30 days’ notice to the PUCO.
  Under Draft Rule 21(G), the PUCO may apply all of Draft Rule 21, on a case-by-case basis, to a provider if the PUCO determines that (1) a residential customer of voice service will not have access to 9-1-1 service if the provider withdraws or abandons its voice service or (2) the provider is the sole provider of emergency services to residential customers.
  
AT&T Ohio, OTA, and OCTA all assert that the PUCO exceeded its jurisdiction in adopting these rules.  The crux of their argument is that the Legislature did not grant the PUCO authority to regulate providers of the voice service offered through Voice over Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) and other new technologies.  The telephone interests are wrong.

In HB 64, the Legislature generally denied PUCO authority over VoIP providers “or any telecommunications service that is not commercially available on September 13, 2010, and that employs technology that became available for commercial use only after September 13, 2010….”
  

But the Legislature also recognized that some PUCO authority over VoIP and new technologies was necessary to protect the public.  Hence, R.C. 4927.03(A) allows the PUCO to assert jurisdiction over these services “upon a finding that the exercise of the commission’s authority is necessary for the protection, welfare, and safety of the public, adopts rules specifying the necessary regulation.”  That is what the PUCO did in Draft Rules 21(F) and (G).

Draft Rule 21(F) applies only to a sole provider of voice service.  As such, PUCO authority is per se necessary for the protection, welfare, and safety of the public.  OCTA contends that because “voice service” is not the same as basic service,
 there may still be an incumbent carrier providing basic service in the area.
  This is highly unlikely.  Because most, if not all, incumbent carriers provide a voice service in addition to basic service, in nearly all instances the sole provider of voice service would be an incumbent carrier.  And the trend for telephone companies in the future will likely be movement away from regulated basic service and toward the less-regulated voice service.  The primary motivation behind the telephone provisions of HB 64 was to make it easier for incumbent carriers to abandon basic service.

OCTA also argues that the sole provider of voice service might not serve residential customers.
  But the PUCO finding required by R.C. 4927.03(A) – that the PUCO’s authority is necessary for the protection, welfare, and safety of the public – is not limited to residential service.  The protection, welfare, and safety of the public are important if the telephone company is the sole provider of voice service to an office park or an industrial customer.  Businesses need voice access to emergency personnel the same as residential consumers.  Customers and the PUCO should be notified if the sole provider of voice service to an area decides to withdraw service.

The protection, welfare, and safety of the public are directly addressed in Draft Rule 21(G).  It is reasonable for the PUCO to apply all the Rule 21 process if it determines a telephone company desiring to discontinue service is the sole provider of access to emergency services, including 9-1-1, for a residential customer.  In such cases, residential consumers need adequate time to find a willing provider of alternative service so that access to emergency services can be maintained without interruption.  The rule, however, provides that the PUCO may apply the entire Rule 21 process if a sole provider of access to emergency services by residential customers is discontinuing service.  As Consumer Groups noted, the Rule 21 process should be automatic under such circumstances.

The telephone interests’ arguments against Draft Rules 21(F) and (G) are unfounded.  The PUCO should deny the rehearing of these rules sought by AT&T Ohio, OTA, and OCTA.

But as Consumer Groups pointed out, Draft Rules 21(F) and (G) do not set out the process for determining whether a telephone company is the sole provider of voice service or access to emergency services to an area.  How will the PUCO make such a determination?  If the 30-day process in Draft Rule 21(F) is inadequate for customers to find a willing provider of voice service or access to emergency services, at what point will the PUCO toll the Draft Rule 21(F) process and invoke the entire Draft Rule 21 process?  On rehearing, the PUCO should explain how it will make the necessary determinations under Draft Rule 21(F) and (G), as Consumer Groups requested.

E.
The PUCO’s requirement that a telephone company seeking to abandon residential customers’ basic service submit a copy of the final FCC order with the 120-day notice is consistent with Ohio law and helps to protect consumers from unauthorized discontinuance of their basic service.

Draft Rule 21(B)(1) requires a telephone company seeking to abandon basic service to provide the PUCO with a copy of the FCC order authorizing the company to withdraw the intrastate access portion of basic service.  AT&T Ohio contends that Draft Rule 21(B)(1) is inconsistent with the process for abandoning basic service set forth in R.C. 4927.10(B).  AT&T Ohio is wrong.

AT&T Ohio argues that providing a copy of the FCC order to the PUCO is unnecessary because the statute does contemplate that the PUCO “will analyze, review or do anything else with the FCC approval order.”
  AT&T Ohio, however, ignores that the PUCO needs to have official notification that the telephone company has the prerequisite FCC authority to withdraw basic service.  The burden should not be on the PUCO to keep track of the numerous FCC proceedings in order to determine whether an Ohio telephone company has the FCC authority required by R.C. 4927.10.  The burden should be on the telephone company to provide the PUCO with written proof that it can withdraw customers’ basic service.
AT&T Ohio also argues that the statute allows the telephone company to withdraw basic service beginning when the FCC adopts its order.
  AT&T Ohio claims that waiting for the actual text of the FCC’s decision to be released would “impermissibly delay” the process for abandoning customers’ basic service.
  AT&T Ohio’s position, however, might prematurely start the process for abandoning basic service.  

It is well-settled that FCC decisions are not necessarily final upon adoption at an FCC agenda meeting or by FCC staff through delegated authority.  Rather, the release of the written decision to the public constitutes official action by the FCC, even if it occurs days or weeks after the decision is adopted.  In MCI v. FCC,
 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit examined the computation of time for filing an appeal of an FCC order.  In that case, the order was adopted on August 2, 1974, but the written opinion was not released until August 10, 1974.  The FCC had issued a press release announcing the decision on August 3, 1974.  MCI filed its appeal of the decision on October 5, 1974.  AT&T filed a motion to dismiss the appeal, arguing that the 60-day deadline to file an appeal had expired three days before the appeal was filed.  The Court denied AT&T’s motion.  

The Court found that the press release announcing the decision on August 2 did not start the clock on the appeal process.  The Court stated that “the event which actuates the period during which such decisions ripen into finality is not a news report but the release of the complete text to the general public.”

Further, the initial order from the FCC should not be the impetus to allow a telephone company to withdraw its customers’ basic service.  Like the PUCO, the FCC has a reconsideration process for its initial orders.  Petitions for reconsideration of the FCC’s decision in a non-rulemaking proceeding, or the FCC’s staff’s decision by delegated authority, must be filed within 30 days after public notice of the decision.
  In addition, the FCC may reconsider the decision on its own motion within 30 days after public notice of the action.
  The time for filing reconsideration petitions generally begins on the release date,
 i.e., the date the written order is made available to the public.

AT&T Ohio’s arguments against Draft Rule 21(B)(1) are unfounded.  Draft Rule 21(B)(1) is consistent with R.C. 4927.10, and is necessary to protect residential consumers from premature discontinuance of their basic service.  Moreover, the PUCO should modify Draft Rule 21(B)(1) to clarify that the “final” FCC order be submitted with the notification.  This would help ensure that the entire process at the FCC – including reconsideration – has concluded before customers may lose their basic service.

F.
AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing of the PUCO’s rules regarding Lifeline service for residential customers is vague, erroneous, and does not specify how the Draft Rules are unlawful or unreasonable as required by R.C. 4903.10.
AT&T Ohio seeks rehearing regarding the Lifeline provisions of Draft Rules 19(K), (L), and (M).  AT&T Ohio claims that the Draft Rules are not consistent with the FCC’s Lifeline rules.
  AT&T Ohio offered edits to the three Draft Rules, and suggested an additional provision concerning “de-enrollment for failure to re-certify,” labelled (N).
  But AT&T Ohio does not explain why the Draft Rules are inconsistent with the FCC’s rules, and thus AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing is vague.

AT&T Ohio also erroneously states that the Draft Rules need to be consistent with the “rules set forth at 47 C.F.R. §54.419.”
  But 47 C.F.R. §54.419 deals only with the validity of electronic signatures.  This is not the subject of Draft Rules 19(K), (L), and (M) – or the suggested provision (N).  Hence, AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing is faulty.

Further, R.C. 4903.10 requires applications for rehearing to “set forth specifically the ground or grounds on which the applicant considers the order to be unreasonable or unlawful.”  AT&T Ohio does not specify why it considers Draft Rules 19(K), (L), and (M) to be unreasonable or unlawful.  Thus, its application for rehearing is inconsistent with R.C. 4903.10.  The PUCO should deny AT&T Ohio’s application for rehearing regarding the Lifeline provisions for residential customers.

IV.
CONCLUSION

The changes to the Draft Rules proposed by AT&T Ohio, OTA, and OCTA in its first assignment of error would weaken the protections for Ohioans contained in the Draft Rules.  The telephone interests have not shown that the PUCO’s Order is unreasonable or unlawful, as required for a grant of rehearing under R.C. 4903.10.  The PUCO should deny the applications for rehearing on the issues discussed above.  And to enhance the consumer protections in the Draft Rules, the PUCO should grant Consumer Groups’ Application for Rehearing.  
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� R.C. 4905.22.


� R.C. Chapter 4927; Ohio Adm. Code Chapter 4901:1-6.


� See R.C. 119.032(C).  


� Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition is a non-profit, charitable organization in Dayton that provides a variety of services to Edgemont residents, and works to expand education and economic opportunities and improve the quality of life for all residents of the neighborhood.  


� The Legal Aid Society of Southwest Ohio LLC provides legal representation, information, advice and referral for lower-income residents of Brown, Butler, Clermont, Clinton, Hamilton, Highland, and Warren Counties.


� The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel is the state representative of Ohio’s residential utility customers.  See R.C. Chapter 4911.


� The Ohio Poverty Law Center is a nonprofit law office that pursues statewide policy and systemic advocacy to expand, protect, and enforce the legal rights of low-income Ohioans.


� Pro Seniors, Inc. is a non-profit organization that provides free legal and long-term care advice and information to older adults, many of whom will be affected by the new rules.


� Southeastern Ohio Legal Services gives legal help without attorney fees to residents of Southeast Ohio with low income and limited savings and assets.


� For purposes of this Memorandum Contra, Consumer Groups include Communities United for Action, which is represented by Legal Aid Society of Southwest Ohio.  Communities United for Action is a multi-issue, grassroots organizations that brings diverse people together to affect change. CUFA trains low and moderate-income citizens to see that change is possible by participating fully in civic life and by influencing public policy and business practices impacting their communities.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-35(B).  If the Consumer Groups do not address a particular argument presented in any of the applications for rehearing, this should not be construed as the Consumer Groups’ acquiescence to that argument.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-35(A).


� The only AT&T Ohio assignment of error that should not be rejected is discussed below in Section III.B.


� OCTA’s second assignment of error is similar to Consumer Groups’ Assignment of Error No. 9, and thus Consumer Groups do not oppose OCTA’s second assignment of error.


� See also R.C. 4927.10.


� AT&T Ohio Application for Rehearing at 4.


� Id. at 7.


� Id. at 8.


� Id. 10.


� Id.


� Id. at 14.


� Id. at 16.


� Id. at 18.


� Because the PUCO issued the rules as “draft” rules, they will be referred to herein as “Draft Rule __.”


� AT&T Ohio Application for Rehearing at 4.


� Id.


� R.C. 4927.01(A)(18).  See also Draft Rule 1(PP).


� AT&T Application for Rehearing at 7.


� Consumer Groups Application for Rehearing at 3-4.


� Id. at 4.


� Id. 


� OTA Application for Rehearing at 5.


� Id. at 5-6.


� Id. at 6.


� R.C. 4927.10(B)(1).


� The Order rejected the PUCO Staff’s proposal that notices (applications) that a telephone will abandon basic service include a list of alternative providers.  Order at 49.


� See Consumer Groups October 2015 Comments at 21.


� Consumer Groups Application for Rehearing at 3-4.


� The comparison should be to the lesser of the incumbent’s basic service rate and the FCC’s urban floor.


� Order at 59-60.


� Id., Attachment A at 39.


� R.C. 4927.03(A).


� R.C. 4927.01(A)(18).


� OCTA Application for Rehearing at 6.


� Id.


� Consumer Groups Application for Rehearing at 9.


� Id. at 6-9.  See also OCTA Application for Rehearing at 8.


� AT&T Ohio Application for Rehearing at 12.


� Id. at 11.


� Id. at 13.


� MCI v. FCC, 515 F.3d 385 (D.C. Cir. 1974).


� 515 F.3d at 395.


� 47 C.F.R. §§1.106(f), 1.104(b). 


� 47 C.F.R. §1.108.


� 47 C.F.R. §§1.4(b)(2) and (4).


� AT&T Ohio Application for Rehearing at 18-19.


� Id. at 19.


� Id.






