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Mrs. Laura M. Talbot-Allan


Secretary General, CRTC


Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0N2





Telecom Decision CRTC 97-16 – Quality of Service Indicators for Use in Telephone Company regulation





Dear.  Mrs. Talbot-Allan,





Pursuant to paragraph 122 of the referenced decision, the Government of the Northwest Territories (“GNWT”) hereby provides its comments concerning Northwestel Inc.’s  (“Northwestel”) proposed quality of service standards, as contained in its filing of 14 August 1998.





Based upon its review of Northwestel’s submission, GNWT is extremely concerned that Northwestel appears to be seeking to lower quality of service standards to an extent that will not ensure attainment of the 90% customer satisfaction objective adopted by the CRTC at paragraph 92 of Telecom Decision CRTC 97-16 (“Decision 97-16”).  GNWT’s specific comments in this regard are as follows.





GNWT is in accord with Northwestel’s proposals for indicators 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 3.1.





GNWT opposes the proposal to lower the standards for indicators 1.5 and 2.5 from a level of 80% to 65%.  The company provides no support for its assertion that 90% customer satisfaction could be achieved with this lower standard and no reason, other than indicating that the way it interacts with its customers is changing, to support the proposed lowering of the standards.  While some evidence was provided by Bell Canada, in its submission of 14 August 1998 in this proceeding, seeking to justify a lowering of this standard, this evidence is not necessarily applicable to Northwestel.  Furthermore, the low correlation between customer satisfaction and waiting time, as noted at paragraph 12 of Bell’s submission, suggests that Bell’s study methodology may well be seriously flawed.





GNWT opposes Northwestel’s request to eliminate the Directory Accuracy Indicator 4.1.  GNWT does not believe that Northwestel has provided sufficient rationale for or details of its reasons for requesting to eliminate the indicator.  Furthermore, the principal reason it gives, even if it were 
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considered compelling, is not applicable except in two of the over 90 communities served by Northwestel. 





GNWT opposes Northwestel’s proposal to reduce the standard applicable to Indicator 1.1, Provisioning Interval, from a requirement that 90% or more service orders be completed within 10 days to a requirement that 90% or more service orders be completed within 20 days.  GNWT notes that the proposal is based on the survey analysis done by JBG Consultants (“JBG Study”) for the telephone companies.  In this context GNWT would note that the survey sample size, which incidentally covers all telcos and not just Northwestel customers, contained only 63 rural customers who experienced a provisioning interval of over 10 days (JBG Study, Table 5, p. 11.).  This is hardly sufficient size to have any confidence in the study findings with regards to this indicator.  Further, GNWT believes that the levels of customer satisfaction may, in this instance, be unduly influenced by the poor experience non-urban customers have in the past had in having service orders filled.  The fact that a customer may be relieved that the telephone company finally got around to connecting him, does not indicate that provisioning delays of this length should be considered acceptable.  GNWT notes that the 10 day standard is already significantly more generous to Northwestel than the interim urban standard of 5 days, and GNWT does not believe that it is desirable that quality of service standards in non-urban areas should be lowered even further relative to those applicable to urban areas.





Based on the evidence contained in the JBG Study, GNWT does not oppose Northwestel’s proposal, for indicator 2.1,  to change the indicator/standard requiring 80% of out of service troubles to be cleared in 24 hours to an indicator/standard requiring 70% of service troubles to be cleared in under 36 hours.  GNWT does, however, object to the further proposal to establish a separate standard/indicator for remote areas that would require 70% of trouble reports to be cleared within 10 days.   Not only does Northwestel’s own evidence suggest that this would fail to satisfy 90% of customers, but by any criteria this would have to be considered very poor service quality.  While Northwestel does provide some reasons as to why on occasion it can’t provide immediate repair service to remote areas, it provides none to establish that it shouldn’t be expected to provide far better than 10 day service much more than 70% of the time.





GNWT opposes Northwestel’s proposal to no longer report complaints other than those referred to it by the Commission.  While GNWT agrees that 
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different interpretations of  the terms “complaint” and “officer and department head” may be adopted by different companies, GNWT would suggest that 


further definition of these terms could largely resolve this problem.  Furthermore, GNWT believes that the failure to achieve perfect uniformity as to how different companies report indicator results should not be a bar to the use of an indicator.  Qualified comparisons between telephone companies would remain feasible as would the detection of trends, in terms of complaints received, within any company over time.





In addition to the specific issues outlined above, GNWT is highly concerned that reporting of quality of service data only on a company wide basis can mask severe problems that may be faced with respect to service quality in particular communities.  In the case of smaller communities in particular, severe quality of service problems will have little impact on overall quality of service results and could remain undetected, or if detected uncorrected, for long periods of time.  Company wide reporting of results would, for example, have masked the serious failures that have consistently occurred with respect to achieving CRTC service quality standards in the Eastern Arctic portion of Northwestel’s operating territory.  GNWT notes that the Commission itself recognized one aspect of this problem in Decision 97-16 when it concluded that:





..persistent problems with rural service quality would not be as noticeable under a company-wide reporting system because the number of quality of service problems reported would be spread over the total base of urban and rural subscribers.  Further, competitive market forces are less likely to be a disciplining factor in rural areas.





While establishing separate reporting of quality of service results for urban and rural areas addresses this problem to some extent for companies serving rural and urban areas, it does not address the situation at all for companies such as Northwestel which are classified as serving wholly rural areas.   Northwestel itself implicitly recognized that service quality can vary dramatically between different regions of its operating areas when, as noted above, it proposed that different indicator/standards be adopted for indicator 2.1 for remote areas as opposed to other areas in its territory.   In this regard it should be noted that, of the 92 communities served by Northwestel, the two communities of Whitehorse and Yellowknife contain nearly half of the NAS provided by Northwestel.  Results from these two communities accordingly tend to dominate overall quality of service results reported, and could easily mask severe problems experienced in Northwestel’s smaller communities.
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Accordingly, so as to ensure that all Northerners continue to maintain their entitlement to receive good quality of service, GNWT requests that Northwestel, 


In addition to providing aggregate service quality results, be required to continue to report its service quality results on a individual community basis as it has done in the past.





Yours Sincerely








	





Peter Dunn


Director, 


Systems & Communications











c.c.   NorthwesTel











 


 











