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Ms. Ursula Menke,

Secretary General 

Canadian Radio-television and

     Telecommunications Commission,

Ottawa, Ottawa

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Menke,

Subject:
Decision 2000-24, Final Standards for Quality of Service Indicators for Use In Telephone Company Regulation and Other Related Matters.
1. Optel Communications Corporation (Optel) is in receipt of letters dated April 19, 2000, from TELUS and Bell Canada on behalf of Bell Canada, Island Telecom Inc., Maritime Tel & Tel Limited, MTS Communications Inc., NBTel Inc. and NewTel Communications Inc. (collectively, the Companies) addressing the requirements set out by the Commission at paragraph 42 of Decision CRTC 2000 –24.  Optel has reviewed both proposals and submits the following comments and proposals.

2. Both the TELUS and the Companies submissions have proposed four new indicators based on their own criteria of what constitutes a Quality of Service Indicator.  Optel submits that not only are the four proposed indicators essential but other indicators are required to allow the Commission to effectively monitor the quality of service the incumbent telephone companies provide to their competitors.  Comments on each proposed indicator are set out below.
Unbundled Loop Type A & B Order Service Interval Met

3. The Companies define this indicator as the percentage of time that the agreed upon intervals, for the provisioning of new and migrated Type A & B unbundled loops, are met. The submissions then go on to describe the measurement method as “Tracking of due dates met” and the reporting format as “Percentage of due dates met”.  Optel submits that while this indicator is required it only measures the number of orders delivered on the due date.  The Companies have traditionally considered the due date to be met whether or not the loop works, and whether or not it meets the specifications ordered.  The interval as defined by the Companies would not measure the quality of service delivery - only the timeliness..  In Optel’s opinion a due date has only been met when the loop is delivered in a working condition and according to the loop specifications agreed to by the Industry.  Optel submits that the definition of due dates met should be broadened to include this criteria.

4. Optel submits that a new indicator is required to measure the elapsed time between placing an order and its successful completion for new and migrated Type A & B unbundled local loops as agreed to at CISC and approved by the Commission.  This indicator would measure the percentage of time that Type A or B loops are successfully delivered for orders where the standard interval has been requested compared to the approved interval in each ILEC territory.

5. Bell Canada’s proposal also stated that: “…that ILECs are dependent upon CLECs for the release of ILEC leased loops to support an end customer choosing to transfer from a CLEC to an ILEC or from a CLEC to another CLEC.  Based on their experience to date, the Companies have reason to believe that the CLEC’s ability and willingness to meet this obligation are uncertain.  Should the Commission determine that an indicator is required for the measurement of ILEC activities, it would be entirely appropriate for the Commission to require CLECs to file equivalent service indicator measurement results….”.  This statement demonstrates a lack of understanding of the transfer of leased loop processes approved by the Business Process Working Group (BPWG) of CISC.  The process requires the new LEC to obtain the circuit identification number (EKKCT) from the current LEC before sending the Loop Service Request (LSR) to Bell to request the loop migration.  Therefore this does not impact the Bell interval for transferring the loop and to suggest that CLECs be required to file quality of service indicators for this activity is neither warranted nor required. 

Local Number Portability Service Intervals (POTS)
7. As with the proposed indicator for Type A & B loops, the proposal by the Companies on this indicator tracks the percentage of due dates met.  In addition to this indicator Optel proposes one additional indicator to measures ILEC adherence to the CRTC approved CISC intervals of three days for porting of numbers.  Optel recognizes that there is also a five-day interval for first port in an exchange but as competition continues to expand in Canada the measurement of initial ports will become less important and the real focus should be on day to day porting activities. 

Interconnection Trunk Intervals
8. The Companies proposal is restricted to measuring the due date performance of the Bill & Keep Trunks.  Optel submits that the scope of this measurement is too narrow and should be increased to include all trunk groups provide by the ILEC to facilitate local interconnection as each trunk group impacts the performance of a CLECs network.  This indicator should include Local Transit, EAS Transport, Toll Tandem and Transit, Toll Termination and any High Use Trunk Groups connected direct to end offices.  As with the Unbundled Type A & B Loop service order interval, Optel submits that the due date has only been met when the facility or trunk group has been delivered in working condition and according to industry specifications. The definition should be broadened to include this criteria.

Unbundled Loop Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 Hours
9. The Companies propose an indicator that measures the percentage of time that a CLEC’s initial unbundled loop trouble reports are cleared within 24 hours.  Optel submits that this indicator by itself is inadequate to measure the ILEC’s performance with respect to repair of local loops and proposes that a more meaningful measurement would be to measure Mean Time to Repair (MTTR) for local loops.  

10. In addition, there needs to be a significantly clearer definition and methodology applied to repair measurements.  The current definition is specific to initial reports – what specifically is the Companies definition of initial reports?  How would repeat or subsequent reports be tracked?  Also, the measurement methodology speaks of tracking out of service reports.  By whose definition is the loop out of service, the CLECs or the ILEC? 

11. Optel has serious concerns with the number of virtual co-locates that it is being forced to accept by ILECs and the impact that will have on the overall repair interval. Virtual co-location increases competitor dependency on the ILECs and increased time will be required to isolate the trouble before a report can be initiated to the ILEC.  This will extend the overall outage time to Optel’s end-customers far beyond the 24-hour objective.  Moreover given the current methodology employed by ILECs in measuring repair performance the clock stops at the end of the normal business day which in many cases can leave Optel’s end-customers without service overnight or through a weekend.

12. Optel also submits that an 80 percent objective of trouble reports cleared is inadequate for a facility that has been deemed mandatory by the Commission.  Until competition is firmly established in Canada and the CLECs are able to build their own facilities, the CLECs will have an enormous dependency on ILEC leased loops. A standard that requires clearing of only 80% of “out of service” reports, coupled with outages that could extend overnight or through a weekend, clearly places Optel and all CLECs at a competitive disadvantage. 

13. In summary, the proposed indicators for repair are inadequate and will not give the Commission a true picture of ILEC repair performance.  Significantly more work is required at the industry level to reach consensus on repair indicators that are meaningful and reflect the realities of the marketplace.

14. The Companies also make assertions in their submissions that the CLECs perform a number of activities that would impact the Companies ability to meet their objectives.  Optel submits that the processes and interfaces between ILECs and CLECs are clearly delineated in the process maps in the Customer Migration Process for Canadian Implementation of Local Competition documents created in CISC and approved by the Commission.  Optel believes that these interfaces give the ILEC the opportunity to implement the necessary processes to measure those indicators outlined by Optel in this submission. 

15. Bell Canada in its submission outlined criteria for establishing performance indicators.  Specifically, 7(g) “Indicators are not required for services for which competitive sources of supply are available”.  Optel has serious concerns with applying these criteria given the current dependency of the CLECs on ILEC facilities to reach end-customers. In Decision CRTC 97-8, the CRTC mandated that local loops be essential for a five year period.  Optel believes that the marketplace will not have reached a point where competitive sources of supply will be available at the end of that five-year period.  Therefore, the associated quality of service measurements should be considered jointly, in the proceeding which addresses the retention of the "Treat as Essential" criteria for unbundled local loops and would have these indicators parallel any decision in this regard.

12. Finally neither the Bell nor TELUS proposal has given any indication when any performance indicators can be implemented.  Given the competitive market for local service Optel is of the opinion that key performance indictors are required immediately.  To that end, Optel believes that the Commission should order the Companies to implement the four basic indicators that they have proposed in their submissions, plus the additional indicators proposed by Optel, within 90 days of the Commission's order.

Conclusion
19. Optel submits that the four performance indicators proposed by the Companies and the additional indictors proposed by Optel are necessary for the Commission to monitor the quality of service provided by the Companies to competitors.

20. Without adequate reporting, the roll out of local competition will be adversely affected and place all CLECs at a competitive disadvantage. 

Respectfully Yours

Original signed by

Norm Peacey
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