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Dear Mr. Godin:

Re:  Quality of Service
TELUS Communications Inc. (“TELUS” or the Company) is in receipt of a letter from the Commission dated June 16 2003 (“June 16 letter”) on the above subject.  In this letter the Commission noted that  “coincident with the filing of the 3rd quarter 2002 Quality of Service results, TELUS has stopped providing the required explanations and appropriate action plans as required to meet the obligations of Decision 97-16” and requested that TELUS provide detailed explanations of why the following 8 indicators have been below standard and the action plans the Company will undertake to rectify the problems:

· 1.8 – New Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met;

· 1.9 – Migrated Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met;

· 1.10 – Local Number Portability (LNP) Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met;

· 1.13 – Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Late Completions;

· 1.15 – Local Number Portability (LNP) Order (Standalone) Late Completions;

· 2.7 – Competitor Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 Hours;

· 2.8A – New Loop Status provided to Competitors; and 

· 2.9 – Competitor Degraded Trouble Reports Cleared within 48 Hours.

As noted in the June 16 letter, TELUS had provided explanations and appropriate action plans as required to meet the obligations of Decision 97-16 prior to the 3rd quarter 2002 filing.  The Company, pursuant to a staff opinion that such actions are redundant, stopped filing the explanations and action plans. The staff opinion was provided in the Commission’s letter decision dated October 1, 2002 in regards to Group Telecom Part VII application on Competition-related quality of service indicators.  In response to AT&T’s view that the ILECs should provide explanations for and an action plan to remedy sub-standard indicators, the Commission  concluded that:

With regard to AT&T Canada’s argument that ILECs be required to provide explanations for missed QoS indicators, staff considers that in light of the rate adjustment mechanism proposed in Decision 2002-34, explanations on missed objectives and action plans to correct the situation as well as close monitoring of sub-standard indicators become redundant.  Any additional mechanism to monitor indicators that are repeatedly missed will be explored in the follow up proceeding announced in Decision 2002-34.

Accordingly, TELUS stopped providing explanations and action plans until the issue is resolved in the follow-up proceeding announced in Decision 2002-34.

In response to the June 16 letter the Company provides the following explanations and action plans for the 8 indicators noted above:

1.8 – New Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met

1.9 – Migrated Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met

1.13 – Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Late Completions

1.15 – Local Number Portability (LNP) Order (Standalone) Late Completions
Coincident with the 3rd quarter 2002 report, TELUS modified its program logic to closer align with the Commission’s definition, which affected the results of the above indicators.  The Company was unable to process the changes earlier due to system resource limitations.

To address the missed standard, the Company has examined the order flow process more closely and identified the short fall that greatly impacted the order completion.  At this time, the orders currently flow into a general pool and are not prioritized in time to meet the due date.  As a result of this finding, the Company is planning to implement a new internal order flow process that will prioritize the orders by either segregating these orders or channelling them to the appropriate areas before the due date.  The segregation should be implemented by the end of June with further investigation of alternate means of channelling slated to be completed by the end of July.  The Company believes that when the process is fully implemented, its results should meet the standard. 
The Company notes that contributing factors to sub-standard performance is that the volume of LSR’s submitted greatly exceeds the forecast agreed upon with the CLEC’s, as well as the growing amount of re-work due to errors in the LSR’s sent to TELUS.

1.10 – Local Number Portability (LNP) Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met

As noted in the Company’s last report filed August 15, 2002, TELUS experienced technical difficulties with capturing the monthly information from the Subscriber Database Administration System.   The difficulties were resolved during the 3rd quarter of 2002.  

The Company has reviewed the LNP orders process flow and found that a similar situation existed for indicator 1.10 as described in the above indicators.  Thus, the Company believes that by applying the same prioritization logic to the LNP orders, it should meet the standard.  

At this time, the Company notes that the volume of LNP orders is fairly small.  Hence, a miss of just one or two orders would result in substandard performance.

2.8A – New Loop Status provided to Competitors

There was a misunderstanding in the New Loop Status notification process between TELUS’ and Call Net’s technicians, which is taking time to resolve.  In the meantime, the Company will continue to work with Call Net on the notification process and is looking into developing an internal process to track TELUS attempts to notify Call Net on the status of the new loops.

2.7 – Competitor Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 Hours

2.9 – Competitor Degraded Trouble Reports Cleared within 48 Hours

TELUS is in the final stages to implement the new trouble system (LYNX) that was described in its 2002 retail exception reports.  LYNX should resolve issues relating to balancing the workload between orders and trouble reports and between the OOS troubles and repair appointments made. The LYNX system was not deployed in 2002 as originally planned as technical difficulties were experienced during the implementation process.  Since that time, the Company has aggressively worked on addressing the technical problems with LYNX and implementation is scheduled for early July.
Once the system is implemented, the Company can better address the troubles of each CLEC and develop specific solutions to meet the standards. It should be noted that the LYNX system could be available for each CLEC to monitor the status of its trouble reports.

Following the implementation of LYNX, the Company expects to review the loop troubles and if required undertake the following action plans to meet the standards:

1. Move the voice troubles from the general stream to a specialized report centre thereby placing an enhanced level of response on CLEC troubles.

2. Re-educate the field forces to handle and close trouble tickets on a timely basis.

3. Reallocate resources between Alberta and BC as required to address service issues.

Yours truly,

Deo Mathura

Director, Regulatory Affairs
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