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I
INTRODUCTION

Calaveras Telephone Company (U 1004 C), Cal-Ore Telephone Co. (U 1006 C),
Ducor Telephone Company (U 1007 C), Foresthill Telephone Co. (U 1009 C), Happy
Valley Telephone Company (U 1010 C), Hornitos Telephone Company (U 1011 C),
Kerman Telephone Co. (U 1012 C), Pinnacles Telephone Co. (U 1013 C), The Ponderosa
Telephone Co. (U 1014 C), Sierra Telephone Company, Inc. (U 1016 C), The Siskiyou
Telephone Company (U 1017 C), Volcano Telephone Company (U 1019 C) and
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Winterhaven Telephone Company (U 1021) (collectively, the "Small LECs") hereby
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submit their comments on the responses to the Administrative Law Judge's Ruling
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Requiring Telecommunications Corporations to Provide Data (the "ALJ Ruling") in
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connection with the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Evaluate Telecommunications
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Corporations Service Quality Performance and Consider Modification to Service Quality

Rules (the "OIR"). The ALJ Ruling was issued on May 18, 2012. On May 25, 2012, the
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assigned Administrative Law Judge notified the parties that the schedule had been
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modified to provide for responses on June 14, 2012, and comments on these responses by

July 13, 2012.
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These comments address those responses which propose that Commission require
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all telephone corporations to submit discontinued reports previously prepared by some

carriers in accordance with the FCC ARMIS requirements. As explained in the Small
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LECs' earlier comments and herein, the Small LECs recommend that the Commission
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reject these proposals.
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1 II
2 THE CPUC SHOULD NOT REINSTITUTE FCC ARMIS REPORTING
3
4 In Question 9, the ALJ Ruling asks how the information contained in former
5 || Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Reports 43-05 and 43-06 is relevant to GO
6 || 133-C's goals. The ALJ Ruling observes that both the FCC and this Commission
7 || discontinued these reporting requirements as of December 31, 2011.
8
9 Despite these undisputed facts, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("DRA")
10 || recommends that all facilities-based carriers provide the Commission with California-
11 || specific data in ARMIS Reports, 43-05, 43-06, and 43-07.! (DRA Responses, pp. 5-11.)
12 || Further, the Consumer Federation of California opines that "the FCC’s more
13 || comprehensive version of trouble reporting should be used by the Commission for all
14 || telephone corporations." (CFC Response, pp. 2-3.) The support for these
15 || recommendations consists only of general claims that providing such data might be useful.
16 || There is no consideration of the costs that would be involved in preparing these reports or
17 || a comparison of these costs to the potential benefits that might accrue from their
18 || submission. This lack of a cost-benefit analysis is especially unjustified as applied to the
19 || Small LECs, whose service quality has not been brought into question by any party in this
20 || proceeding.
21
22
23 || DRA would also require the submission of ARMIS Report 43-08 by AT&T and Verizon.
24 |[In D. 09-07-019 (July 9, 2009), the Commission stated that it would consider petitions for
modification for continued reporting after this date but only by carriers who had submitted
23 || these reports in the past; the Commission did not state that it would entertain
26 recommendations to extend ARMIS reporting requirements to additional carriers. (See D.
09-07-019 (July 9, 2009), pp. 69-70.)
21
28
COOPER, WHITE
S moReveT
SioN FRANCISCO, CAB4111 2




The Commission should not impose additional reporting requirements on the Small
LECs. In their response to the ALJ Ruling, The Utility Reform Network, joined by the
Center for Accessible Technology, the National Consumer Law Center, and
Communications Workers of America, District 9 ("TURN") recommend a more focused
approach, arguing that the Commission should consider only modifications to General

Order 133-C as needed (TURN, et al., Response, pp. 3-6.)

The Small LECs have never prepared ARMIS service quality reports, and there is
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no justification for compelling them to do so now.> It would be costly to implement the
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systems needed to prepare these reports and such costs cannot be justified, particularly
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given the high level of service quality that the Small LECs provide and the lack of

[
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complaints about their service. The Commission should not adopt the recommendations to

13 || reinstitute the discontinued FCC ARMIS reports, let alone extend their application to

14 || carriers such as the Small LECs who have never submitted them.

15

16 111

17 CONCLUSION

18 The Commission should not reinstate ARMIS reporting or apply these requirements
19 || to carriers who have never been subject to them. Moreover, as stated in its prior filings in
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this proceeding, the Small LECs recommend that consideration of any potential penalties

[
ey

for failure to meet the GO 133-C reporting requirements be referred to specific
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proceedings instituted as needed. In addition, the Commission should acknowledge for

[
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purposes of future rate proceedings that service quality depends in large measure on the

[\
=

(N0
wn

2 These reports were required only of ILECs for whom price cap regulation was
mandatory. The FCC’s ARMIS 43-05 and 43-06 reports were adopted in the LEC Price
Cap Order from 1990. Policy and Rules Concerning Rates for Dominant Carriers, Second
Report and Order, CC Docket No. 87-313, 5 FCC Rcd 6786, 6827-30 (1990).
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1| ability of telecommunications carriers to invest in their facilities and employ sufficient
2 || personnel to maintain their facilities. Sufficient investments and expense recovery must
3 || continue to be possible to keep service quality at a high level, as it is today for the Small
4 || LECs.
5 Dated this 13™ day of July 2012.
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