


Friday, January 16, 1998





Commissioner P. Gregory Conlon, President


Commissioner Richard A. Bilas


Commissioner Henry M. Duque


Commissioner Jessie J. Knight, Jr.


Commissioner Josiah L. Neeper


California Public Utilities Commission


505 Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA  94102





RE: Sprint Advice Letter  No. 44 seeking to withdraw residential local exchange service





Dear Commissioners:





I have reviewed AL 44 and the explanatory letter sent by Richard A. Purkey on December 19, 1997. The AL seeks Commission authorization to discontinue marketing and sales of residential local exchange services in California, with existing customers to be “grandfathered”. 





ORA is dismayed to see a competitive local carrier (CLC) decide to stop competing in the local service marketplace, especially a carrier who currently serves residential customers. Unfortunately, ORA is not surprised by this development. The CLCs have pointed out the problems that they are experiencing in interfacing with the incumbent networks over and over again. There are a multitude of filings in the local exchange competition, open access (OANAD) and operational support systems (OSS)  investigation/rulemaking and intercarrier arbitration dockets detailing the myriad problems.





Although approving the AL would likely hamper the development of vigorous residential local exchange competition by reducing the number of alternative service providers, ORA is not filing a protest of this AL. A non-incumbent  carrier that is not a former monopoly firm and does not have carrier of last resort (COLR) responsibilities is not obligated to offer its services to potential customers. ORA sees no basis for filing a protest to such a carrier making what is presumably a rational business decision to cease to offer its services to new customers.  





Sprint’s request is yet another unfortunate symptom of the extremely slow pace of development of viable local exchange competition. Despite the Commission’s considerable efforts and the requirements of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the FCC’s Orders, most Californians still have few acceptable alternatives to receiving local service from Pacific Bell or GTEC. ORA believes that the main causes of this regrettable situation are OSS interface and processing and its resulting degraded customer service quality, the economics of the interim resale discount margins, and lack of access to numbering resources. These point out the urgent need to move forward  with the costing and pricing efforts in the  OANAD docket and formulating appropriate performance standards in the OSS rulemaking. ORA also urges the Commission to reform the existing service quality measurement and reporting standards to make them more useful for consumers and more relevant for the companies. Providing automatic penalties for failure to meet service quality standards would incent carriers to improve the quality of  service they provide to their customers.





For residential subscribers, competition in theory does nothing to bring the actual benefits of competition to them. Sprint’s decision spotlights the need for the Commission to face the lack of competitive options for residential customers and move aggressively to correct this situation.





Sincerely,











Elena Schmid


Director, Office of Ratepayer Advocates 








cc: John M. Leutza, Director, Telecommunications Division


      Richard A. Purkey, Sprint


      Betty Brandel, Consumer Service Division


      service list R.95-04-043/I.95-04-044
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