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Edmund H. Burry

Manager - Regulatory Reporting


Aliant Telecom Inc.


Fort William Building


P.O. Box 2110


St. John's, Newfoundland



Canada    A1C 5H6



Bus:
(709) 739-2003


Fax: 
(709) 739-3122


Email:  ed.burry@aliant.ca

Your files:  8660-C12-05/00

15 February 2002
Ms. Brenda Stevens

Manager, Numbering Administration

Canadian Radio-Television and

  Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Stevens:

Subject:
Quality Of Service - Retail

1. This is the reply of Aliant Telecom Inc. (“the Company”) to the Commission’s letter of 1 February 2002 concerning below-standard quality of service indicators wherein the Company was requested to provide responses as requested in the attached schedule.

Urban/Rural Delineation

2. With respect to the following indicators the Company has been reporting on a Company-wide basis.  The Commission requests in its letter that these indicators should now be reported with an Urban/Rural delineation.

1.1A, 1.1B – Provisioning Interval

1.2A, 1.2B – Installation Appointments Met

1.3A, 1.3B – Held Orders per 100 NAS Inward Movement

2.1A, 2.1B – Out of Service Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours

2.2A, 2,2B – Repair Appointments Met

2.3A, 2.3B – Initial Customer Trouble Reports per 100 NAS

5.1A1, 5.1B1 – Provisioning Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

5.1A2, 5.1B2 – Repair Customer Complaints per 100 NAS

5.1A3, 5.1B3 – Local Service – Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

5.1A4, 5.1B4 – Long Distance – Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

5.1A5, 5.1B5 – Operator Services – Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

5.1A6, 5.1B6 – Directory Service – Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

5.1A7, 5.1B7 – Billing Service – Customer Complaints per 1000 NAS

3. The predecessor companies of Aliant Telecom Inc., Maritime Tel & Tel Limited, NewTel Communications Inc. and Island Telecom inc. reported quality of service results on a company-wide basis assuming their territories were totally rural since reporting began in 1998.  NBTel Inc. reported a rural/urban delineation but reporting for New Brunswick was revised beginning with the third quarter 2000 report to be consistent with quality of service reporting by the Company for the other three provinces.

4. In Telecom Decision CRTC 97-16, Quality of Service Indicators for the Use in Telephone Company Regulations (“Decision 97-16”), the Commission established a quality of service monitoring model using uniform national standards for all of the 14 telephone companies under the Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction.  Considering the objective of setting uniform national standards, the Commission set out in Decision 97-16 Urban/Rural reporting on the basis of proposed rate bands and local loops based on length and density.  In Decision 97-16, referring to its approval of Stentor’s proposed rate bands for local loops, the Commission noted that the smaller, less dense exchanges were generally characterized as constituting Bands C and D by Stentor in the proceeding leading to Decision 97-8.   The Commission established rate bands as an appropriate classification for the reporting of rural and urban subscribers, i.e. Bands A and B, considered to be urban areas, and Bands C and D, considered to represent both rural and remote areas.

5. Stentor set out its proposed banding of exchanges for the Stentor companies in its  submission of 3 August 1995 in Telecom Public Notice CRTC 95-36: Implementation of Regulatory Framework – Local Interconnection and Network Component Unbundling.  Public Notice CRTC 96-11 later established the process for the oral hearing relating to this issue.  Band A exchanges were considered to be the densely populated downtown core of large cities such as, Toronto, Montreal, Calgary, Winnipeg and Vancouver with Band B covering the surrounding urban region of these large cities.  The Company submits that it has no cities  equivalent to the larger cities considered to be Band A (downtown core) and Band B (remainder of city).   The use of Band A and Band B by the predecessor Aliant companies in the 3 August 1995 submission was for labeling purposes only and cannot be used to equate Band A and Band B exchanges in Prince Edward Island, Newfoundland, New Brunswick, or Nova Scotia to a Band A exchange in Toronto, Vancouver or Montreal, for quality of service reporting purposes.

6. In Stentor’s 3 August 1995 submission very small Newfoundland communities, for example, Englee, Davis Inlet, and Nain were listed in Band B.  Clearly the Commission, in its reference to banding in Decision 97-16 to establish urban/rural reporting, did not intend to equate these small remote communities to large densely populated Canadian cities.  Similar examples can be cited for Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia.

7. In the public hearing for Price Cap Review and Related Issues, Public Notice CRTC 2001-37, Aliant was asked to consider whether it continues to be appropriate to continue to report Quality of Service results entirely on a rural basis.   A Response to Undertaking was submitted 13 October 2001 and is included in Attachment 1.
8. Aliant Telecom submits that, in keeping with the Commission’s desire to have uniform national standards for quality of service reporting, it does not have any cities that could be considered Urban and therefore the Company is justified in continuing to report its entire coverage territory on a Rural-only basis.

Further Information Request

9.
The following is the Company’s response to the request for further and better explanation for missing information and/or below standard performance and plan of action to rectify and prevent the situation from recurring in the next period. 


1.5 Access to Business Office “On Hold” Duration

The Company experienced heavy customer demand for services associated with students returning to universities / colleges.  The Company anticipated the demand and had staffed its distribution processes including electronic serving (self-serve), business offices (over the phone transactions) and store front operations.  Unfortunately the  demand was experienced at our business offices as opposed to other distribution points of contact.  The Company responded to the heavy demand on business offices by reallocating resources to improve customer service levels.

2.2 Repair Appointments Met

The Company has identified problem areas and reporting process discrepancies across its coverage territory.  Its Access Care system is in place in three provinces and will be put in place in the fourth province of Aliant’s territory during the summer of 2002.  Access Care provides for a more efficient dispatch of appropriate personnel to undertake repair activity.

4.1 Directory Accuracy (Published)

The reason for not reporting directory accuracy is clearly set out in the explanations provided in the Third Quarter Report.  Errors are tabulated after a six-week period from the end of the delivery of directories.  If there are no directories delivered in a month then directory accuracy is not a concern or one can assume that with the lack of errors directory accuracy is 100%. 

4.2 Directory Assistance – Access

As reported in its Third Quarter Report the system to measure this indicator is being developed but will not be in place until the end of the first quarter 2002.

4.3 Directory Assistance  - Accuracy

In its 1 February 2002 letter the Commission is requesting that this information be provided suggesting that it was not provided in the Company’s Third Quarter 2001 Report.  The Company submits that the results of its Directory Assistance accuracy were shown in its Report as 90% for July, August and September.  The indicator result is the same for each month of the quarter reflecting a quarterly survey undertaken by the Company to measure this accuracy throughout the quarter. The methodology used for conducting the customer sampling is described in Attachment 3 of the Company’s Third Quarter 2001 Quality of Service Results submitted to the Commission 16 November 2001.

5.1 Customer Complaints

The Commission’s letter indicates that this indicator has not been reported in the Company’s Third Quarter Report.   The Company submits that it was reported, in the same manner as it has been reported in previous quarters on the second to last line of its Retail Indicators Report as the total number of customer complaints per 1000 NAS.

5.2 Customer Complaints Resolved

Due to manpower and responsibility changes the resolution dates of complaints were not accurately recorded and it was determined that the Company was unable to report on this indicator for the third quarter of 2001.  The process is now in place and reporting will be done for the fourth quarter 2001.

All of the above is respectfully submitted for the Commission’s consideration. 

Yours sincerely,

Attachment


ATTACHMENT 1

Aliant Telecom Inc.
Aliant Telecom Exhibit # 1

13 October 2001
Page 1 of 2

RESPONSE TO UNDERTAKING

INFORMATION REQUESTED BY

COMMISSION COUNSEL MS. MOORE
(Transcript Ref:  Vol. 5, paragraph 9066)

At Volume 5, paragraph 9066 of the transcript, Mr. Stephen undertook to consider whether it continues to be appropriate to continue to report Quality of Service results entirely on a rural basis.  

Aliant Telecom's response is provided below.

Stentor submitted evidence with the Commission on 18 August 1995 in reply to a directive by the Commission in Public Notice 95‑36, Implementation of Regulatory Framework – Local Interconnection and Network Component Unbundling.  Paragraph 13 and 14 of Stentor's submission was as follows:

"…. The list of Stentor Company Exchanges by Band was provided as Attachment 3 to Stentor's 3 August 1995 submission.

For example, in the case of Bell Canada, exchanges (and in some cases specific wire centres (NXXs) below the exchange level) have been grouped into four geographic "bands".  These bands are defined by loop length and customer density, which drive differences in underlying costs.  Greater population density generally equates to greater numbers of lines (Network Access Services NAS)) which tend to have shorter serving distances.  Specifically, Band A covers the downtown cores of Toronto and Montreal, Band B represents large cities with over 150,000 NAS, Band C represents small cities with over 10,000 NAS and Band D represents towns and rural areas under 10,000 NAS." (emphasis added)

The Company submits that it would be inappropriate to treat all telephone companies' Bands A and B as urban bands for quality of service reporting.  As identified in Stentor's submission dated 3 August 1995 in the Public Notice 95‑36 proceeding, "Local Loop length and density by Band can differ between Companies.  For example, the loop length and density for a Type A Loop in Band A in Bell Canada territory is not the same as the loop length and density for a Type A Loop in Band A in MT&T territory."

Decision 97‑16 established a common service quality monitoring and reporting process for the nationally regulated telephone companies and the Commission based Urban/Rural reporting of results on its interim approval of Stentor's proposed rate bands.  The Company submits that its territory is characterized by service areas that mirror Bell Canada's Band C or D rather than Bands A and B which are larger city downtown core and surrounding metro areas.

Therefore, on the basis of common national quality of service mechanism, indicators, standards and reporting process and the relatively smaller population density of all four Atlantic provinces, it is submitted that the Aliant Telecom quality of service reporting without separation of rural and urban reporting is appropriate.  This is how three of the Aliant Telecom predecessor companies interpreted Decision 97‑16 and reported results since reporting began in 1999.  NBTel initially submitted its reports with Urban/Rural delineation.  With the amalgamation of the parent companies of the Atlantic provinces' telephone companies it was determined that it would be appropriate for NBTel reporting to be revised to be consistent with the above interpretation.  Effective with the third quarter 2000 report, NBTel results were submitted without rural/urban separation.

- END OF DOCUMENT-
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