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22 February 2002

Ms. Ursula Menke 

Secretary General 

Canadian Radio-television and

  Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Menke:

Subject:
Competitor-Related Quality of Service Indicators

 AUTONUM 
Bell Canada is in receipt of a letter issued by AT&T Canada Corp. (AT&T), dated 22 January 2002, requesting that the Commission issue a number of directives with respect to the reporting of competitor quality of service information.  AT&T further contends that the requested directives be implemented commencing with the IV QTR 2001 reporting cycle.

 AUTONUM 
The following response is being submitted on behalf of Aliant Telecom Inc., Bell Canada and MTS Communications Inc. (collectively, the Companies).  The Companies also rely on their reply comments filed with the Commission on 21 December 2001 in response to comments received from GT Group Telecom Services Corp. (Group Telecom). 

 AUTONUM 
At the outset, the Companies note that many of the issues raised by AT&T have already been addressed in previous Commission directives, in particular the Commission's most recent letter ruling, dated 15 January 2002, as amended on 1 February 2002.  Moreover, as AT&T has not characterized its comments as a request for the Commission to review and vary its previous determinations, the Companies assume that AT&T is in agreement and therefore takes no issue with the Commission's recently issued directives.

 AUTONUM 
With respect to the first of AT&T's request for a "full reporting" of all indicators, the Companies re-iterate, as noted in their response to Group Telecom's earlier letter, that throughout the CISC process established to consider the new indicators it was agreed by all parties that the Companies would be allowed adequate time to develop systems and processes to capture the required data.  As a result, Bell Canada and MTS filed with the Commission on 15 November 2001 a full and complete reporting for the September data month.  In its submission, Aliant Telecom only failed to report on two indicators due to system limitations but did indicate that the required information would be available in the I QTR 2002.  Aliant Telecom continues to be of the view that this commitment will be met.

 AUTONUM 
At paragraphs 12 to 14 of its submission, AT&T requests "detailed back‑up information used to compile" the Companies' quarterly reports.  AT&T suggest that this information which will be necessary for auditing purposes should be provided in confidence to the Commission and the CLEC to which it applies.  In response, the Companies first take issue with the need for any further disaggregation of the information currently being provided.  The Commission has already determined the level of detail required and the Companies have developed their data collection support systems accordingly.

 AUTONUM 
Moreover, AT&T's apparent suggestion that new reporting requirements would be required for audit purposes displays some confusion on the part of AT&T.  The purpose of an audit, if one were to be required, would be to ensure that adequate internal control mechanisms are in place to generate information reports that meet the predefined quality of service reporting criteria.  Additional reports to serve as back-up information would not be required for such purposes.  Furthermore, as the Commission is aware, the issue of audit requirements is currently before the Commission in the Price Caps proceeding.  While the Companies have stated in that proceeding that they are not opposed to the notion of reasonable audit requirements being mandated, the record in that proceeding is now closed and the Companies submit that it is entirely inappropriate for AT&T to attempt to supplement its Price Cap evidence.

 AUTONUM 
In paragraphs 15 to 26 of its submission AT&T contends that, based upon the information provided by the Companies in their III QTR 2001 reports, there is a need for the Commission to direct the Companies to provide explanations and action plans to address below standard performance results.  In response, the Companies submit that this issue has already been conclusively addressed by the Commission and that AT&T's requested directives are redundant and unnecessary.  In Decision 97-16 at paragraph 90, the Commission determined that:

"The Commission agrees with parties and directs that in circumstances where a telephone company reports an indicator with below-standard quality for three consecutive months, or seven out of 12 consecutive months, it is to file for that indicator monthly reports within 15 days of the end of the month, rather than quarterly reports, until quality meets or exceeds the standard for three consecutive months, and provide an explanation of the cause of quality degradation and an action plan describing how it intends to rectify and prevent the situation from recurring."

 AUTONUM 
The Commission's recent directive that the Companies report on a per CLEC basis, however, has created a need for the Commission to address in more detail the circumstances in which supplementary reporting should not be required.  For example, as evident in the recently filed results for IV QTR 2001, the work activity volumes for certain CLEC indicators are minimal.  As a result, the service indicators for the month in question are not statistically representative and do not constitute valid service measurements.  In these circumstances, any ensuing analysis of the cause of quality degradation and action plans would also be of little value.  In order to address the need for further clarification of the supplementary reporting requirements, the Companies submit that the issue should be addressed in more detail by a CISC working group.  

 AUTONUM 
For the record, the Companies also note that the table of information provided by AT&T at paragraph 15 of its submission entitled "Third Quarter Results for AT&T Canada" contains a number of errors such as missing data or misrepresentation of the source information provided.  

 AUTONUM 
The Companies also take issue with AT&T's attempt to dismiss the importance of timely and accurate demand forecast information and, in so doing, to brush aside AT&T's failure to address this issue.  Contrary to AT&T's statements the Companies' market share results have absolutely no bearing whatsoever on their ability to ensure adequate resources are available to meet the CLECs demand for services.  As long as CLECs, such as AT&T, do not take demand forecasting seriously, they make the Companies' task of ensuring adequate staffing and resourcing considerably more complex and costly than it need be.  The Companies submit that AT&T and other CLECs have an important role to play in ensuring that the Companies have adequate information on hand, on a timely basis, to enable the Companies to provisioning their services in an efficient manner. 

 AUTONUM 
In paragraphs 27 to 31 of its submission AT&T asserts that "…the reports contain no indication or definition of the respective service/repair intervals" and that the Companies should be directed to provide "precise definitions" of the specific intervals.  In response, the Companies note that the definition for each of the indicators has been extensively discussed within CISC and thoroughly documented by the Commission in numerous decisions and letter rulings.  For example, in Decisions 2001-217 and 2001-636 the Commission provided in table format the specific definition and measurement method for each of the competitor service indicators.  Similarly, the Commission's letter ruling of 15 January 2002 includes an attachment providing a definition of both the numerator and denominator to be used in the calculation of the standard to be met for each of the indicators. 

 AUTONUM 
In paragraph 28, AT&T also contends that the Companies have yet to comply with the Commission's directives regarding service intervals, as the intervals used for the measure of new and migrated loop order service intervals and late completions "…do not even reflect the absolute minimum level of service quality".  In response, the Companies submit that AT&T's opinions as to the correct interpretation of the Commission's 31 October 2000 ruling on service intervals are incorrect.  Similarly, AT&T's suggestion that the Companies are disregarding or failing to meet their service obligations are false and should be ignored. 

 AUTONUM 
With respect to AT&T's comments regarding report formats not being standard and the results are not easily understood the Companies note that pursuant to the Commission's letter ruling of 15 January 2002 the Companies have modified the associated report formats.  The revised formats have been adopted for the IV QTR 2001 service results filed with the Commission on 15 February 2002.  

 AUTONUM 
A machine-readable file copy of the submission is provided to the Commission and interested parties via Internet email. 

Yours truly,

David Palmer

Director - Regulatory Matters

Bell Canada
c.c.:
CRTC Regional Offices

The Companies

Teresa Griffin-Muir, AT&T 
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