RHYS A, STERLING, P.E., J.D.
Attorney at Law

P.O. Box 1421 Phone: (425) 281-1641
Pullman, Washington 99163-1381 E-mail: RhysHobart@hotmail.com

June 16, 2025

Via E-Mail Only: comments@utc.wa.gov

Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission

PO Box 47250

Olympia, Washington 98504-7250

Re: UT-240951
Transfer of Ownership of Ziply Fiber to BCE Holding

Dear Commission Members:

Please accept the following as my written comments and testi-
mony for submittal and your consideration at the Public Comment
Hearing on the above-referenced subject matter scheduled for July
16, 2025, at 6:00 p.m. This letter and my testimony support the
Commission imposing a condition on the proposed transfer of owner-
ship.

My family resides at 4463 Pullman Airport Road in Whitman
County, Washington - Jjust east of the Pullman-Moscow Regional
Airport and only about 1.5 miles to SR 270 and Moscow, Idaho (Ziply
Service Area Zone M0109). In our immediate vicinity there are at
least 10 single family residences, the Evangelical Free Church of
the Palouse, and the Airway Hills Golf Center and mini-golf course.
Since moving to our home in 2020, we have received our telephone
and internet service first from Frontier and upon its acquisition
soon after our move, by Ziply Fiber. Based on what I observe and
what are identified as fiber optic Jjunction boxes, fiber optic
phone and internet service is apparently available from Ziply Fiber
along the Pullman Airport Road to just a mere half mile to the west
of our subdivision entrance (west to O’Donnell Road), and about 1.5
miles to the east and the intersection of SR 270 (where there are
several commercial establishments). Notwithstanding the proximity
of fiber optic service, we and our neighbors have been and continue
to be served by an old, unreliable phone line coming from the east
and DSL internet service (which very recently was disrupted by what
was reported to be a mouse chewing through the old phone line).
Although fiber optic is not immune from disruption, a new system of
service just has to be better than what we now have and for which
continue to pay monthly fees (presently $101.29 per month for
phone, fax, and DSL internet). All I have ever heard from Ziply
Fiber over the past several years is that our area will be served
sometime in the future. 1In the meantime, we and our neighbors have
had to resort to alternative service providers where family needs
require much faster and more reliable internet speeds than DSL
provides - such as First Step Internet out of Moscow (5G service)
and Starlink satellite service.
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The proposed change in ownership could have a direct and bene-
ficial effect on Ziply Fiber customers who have been waiting and
waiting for line extensions to provide fiber optic service that we
are long overdue. No one can, or should, ever say that a change in
ownership means the status quo — or as Ziply Fiber puts it: “there
will be no change to your services or billing as a result of this
transaction.” [Ziply Fiber letter dated June 12, 2025, and headed
IMPORTANT NOTICE.] Need any of us in Washington be reminded of the
hollow promises purportedly made by the (then) new owners of the
Seattle Supersonics and their promptly moving the franchise to OKC?
As we all know, ownership has its privileges and, when directed
along the right course, can effect changes that are immediate and
beneficial to all its customers, both direct and through subsidiary
companies.

CONDITION IMPOSED ON TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

I respectfully urge the Commission to take this opportunity to
impose upon new ownership (as a condition for approval) the
responsibility to follow-through with the long overdue promise of
Ziply Fiber to provide fiber optic phone and internet service not
only to my family and our neighbors, but to all customers in the
Ziply Fiber service area who may reasonably and effectively be
served thereby. Cost alone cannot and should not be an impediment,
as I hope funding is still available as part of the infrastructure
program approved by Congress several years ago (as I understood
such funds were available to provide fiber optic service to many
rural areas during COVID - e.g., the Broadband Equity, Access, and
Deployment (BEAD) program). At a minimum there needs to be a firm
timetable to extend fiber optic service in identified service areas
so that we the customers are able to know and depend on such com-
mitment, and not have to seek out and pay for alternative service
providers at a higher cost.

Thank you for your consideration and continued cooperation in
this matter.

Very truly yours,

RHYS A. STERLING, P.E., J.D.
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Rhys A Sterling
Attorney at Law



