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Dear Ms. Menke:

Re:

Competition-Related Quality of Service Indicators
1. TELUS Communications Inc. (“TELUS”) is in receipt of a letter filed by AT&T Canada Corp. on behalf of itself and AT&T Canada Telecom Services Company (collectively, “AT&T Canada”) dated January 22, 2002 regarding the above-captioned subject.  The following is TELUS’ response to that letter.

2. In its comments, AT&T Canada requests the Commission to direct the ILECs to
:

a. Provide full reporting of all the Indicators, or at a minimum provide a date when such information will be provided; 

b. Provide the detailed back-up information used to compile the report to the Commission and to the appropriate CLEC on a confidential basis; 

c. Quantify and categorize the main reasons for missing an objective, concurrent with the release of the quarterly report; 

d. In cases of below-standard performance, include action plans to address each indicator that missed the minimum objective for each CLEC in question concurrent with the release of the quarterly report;

e. File for each indicator monthly reports within 15 days of the end of the month, until such time as the quality level meets or exceeds the standard for three consecutive months, in circumstances where an ILEC reports an indicator with below-standard quality for three consecutive months, or seven out of 12 consecutive months;
f. Provide a precise definition, including the specific intervals, that clearly indicates when an order would be considered as meeting the standard;

g. Report the results on a CLEC-by-CLEC basis; 

h. Provide the reports in a Microsoft Excel format; and

i. Adopt a standard template for the report that includes descriptions and numerical identifiers of the Indicators within the report.

3. As a preliminary matter, TELUS would like to address a number of factual issues arising from AT&T Canada’s letter.  TELUS would readily concede that setting the record straight on these matters does not alter the fact that the Company failed to provide a complete competitor QofS report for 3Q2001 as and when required by the Commission, and that with respect to some indicators for which results were available, standards of performance were not met.  However, TELUS also considers it important that inaccuracies or misstatements, albeit minor in character when considered individually, not be allowed to stand and thereby cumulatively gain unwarranted critical mass in the service of some agenda or other.

4. In the table presented below paragraph 15 of its letter, AT&T Canada suggests that TELUS’ measure for Indicator 1.9 (Migrated Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met) was 89.66% and thus failed to meet the prescribed 90% standard.  TELUS notes that it has been the accepted practice in QofS reporting for BC TEL (since the 1980s) and for TCI (since 1998) to round percentage measures to the nearest units digit, where the associated standard is 90% or better.  The two-decimal-place degree of precision AT&T Canada has introduced is two decimals too many and without basis.  In terms of established QofS reporting practices, therefore, and contrary to the impression AT&T Canada seeks to create, TELUS met the standard for Indicator 1.9 in 3Q2001. 

5. The same table on page 5 of AT&T Canada’s submission indicates that TELUS provided “No Report” for Indicator 2.7A (Mean Time To Clear Competitor Out-of-service Trouble Reports Outside the Performance Final Standard of Indicator 2.7).  For the record, TELUS notes that it filed an amendment on November 26, 2001 to its November 15, 2001 report providing the results of Indicator 2.7A for 3Q2001 that had been inadvertently omitted in the original filing.

6. Finally, AT&T Canada takes issue with TELUS’ statement to the effect that 

… further organizational changes, such as system harmonization, may yet affect its ability to provide reporting for some indicators.  AT&T Canada submits that neither service quality nor service quality reporting should be impacted by TELUS' organizational changes.
 

In response, TELUS notes that its operations and systems have not in all cases been completely harmonized between Alberta and BC.  The Company’s effort to align and streamline its different work processes and systems environments continues apace.  It is not reasonable to contend that this ongoing work would not in any way affect the Company’s ability to produce/validate QofS results when the latter depends on the very systems and resources that are the subject of ongoing harmonization activities.

7. Moving to more substantive matters, TELUS notes that in order to function at all, the measurement and reporting aspects of the competition-related QofS regime require that both ILECs and CLECs properly discharge their mutually shared responsibility for putting appropriate systems in place for the exchange and verification of required data.  In the Company’s November 15, 2001 3Q2001 filing, TELUS pointed to the need for CLEC participation/cooperation with specific regard to Indicators 2.8 (Measured Local Loop Completion Notices to Competitors) and 2.8A (New Local Loop Completion Provided to Competitors) by stating (in Attachment 5, page 2 of 2) that:

… there is a need to develop a new process and system to measure the above two indicators (2.8 and 2.8A).  The new process and system will track the calls from the Company to the CLEC’s network and back to indicate that notification has occurred. 

In the Company’s January 16, 2002 response to Group Telecom’s December 17, 2001 letter, TELUS again made reference to the preceding need (paragraph 8), as well as to another deficiency specific to Group Telecom (paragraphs 6-7).  Attachment 7 of TELUS’ February 15, 2002 filing for 4Q2001 provides a further indication of the work that remains to be done with CLECs to enable reporting on Indicators 2.8 and 2.8A.   

8. In paragraph 20, AT&T Canada alludes to the problem of the “extreme level of detail required when specifying customer name and address when placing an order.”  TELUS notes that it has made every reasonable effort to accommodate the varying requirements and preferences of CLECs, resulting in more relaxed rules regarding the end-user information required to transfer a customer (cf. updated Disconnection Validation Criteria put into effect August 2001).   TELUS submits that as a matter of principle, the onus of making ILEC and CLEC processes and systems compatible should not be placed solely on an ILEC but should be addressed through reasonable accommodation on the parts of both the ILEC and the CLECs within the ILEC’s operating territory.  

9. With respect to meeting competition-related QofS standards, TELUS acknowledges that this obligation rests largely on the shoulders of the ILECs.  However, even in this service quality performance aspect of the regime, CLECs have a critical role to play if (borrowing from AT&T Canada’s terminology in paragraph 5) the “ultimate objective” of the regime is to be served.  This very issue was raised by Bell Canada et al. in the proceeding leading to Decision 2001-217, resulting in the following Commission ruling: 

65.

The companies represented by Bell Canada submitted that the CLECs should also file an equivalent quality of service indicator. While CLECs are responsible for steps within the loop migration, the Commission finds that the purpose of establishing a methodology for reporting compliance with service intervals and standards is to measure ILEC, and not CLEC, compliance. It would not therefore be appropriate to require CLECs to also file equivalent quality of service indicator measurement results.
 

10. In TELUS’ view, the Commission’s statement that the competition-related QofS regime is intended to measure ILEC, and not CLEC, compliance, is technically precise.  In this case, however, technical precision serves only to be a legalistic constraint that detracts from the larger purpose at stake.  For if the ultimate objective of the competition-related QofS regime is to ensure an appropriate level of service quality to competitors, as TELUS believes to be the case, TELUS submits that that goal cannot be attained by ignoring the importance of jointly shared responsibilities between ILECs and CLECs, and by rigidly proceeding on the preconception that any below-standard performance on competition-related QofS indicators can be due to no factor other than what the ILECs on their own have done or failed to do.  

11. Another critical factor affecting ILEC performance on competition-related QofS is the increased effort and costs it entails of an ILEC, for which no explicit recognition or recovery is provided.  TELUS notes that end-user QofS standards need only be met on the basis of an average measure of performance across the full end-user customer base.  In contrast, competition-related QofS standards must be met in terms of a separate average measure for each individual CLEC.  It should be readily apparent that given

(a) the requirement to meet a certain service quality standard on an averaged basis across a base of 100 customers, versus

(b) the requirement to meet the same service quality standard on an averaged basis for each of 5 sub-groups of 20 customers, 

the cost of (b) will in no case be lower than that of (a).  The cost of (b) will in fact be higher any time the service demands of 2 or more of the sub-groups spike at the same time, thereby requiring the ILEC to maintain resources at higher levels than would otherwise be the case.  Where CLECs are concerned, the timing of their demand spikes is entirely within their control based on their marketing and promotional campaigns.  Thus, although the Commission has enunciated the principle that ILECs are to "provide unbundled loops to the CLECs within service intervals no greater than those within which they [the ILECs] provide loops to themselves,”
 the requirement to treat each CLEC as a separate customer base where the service interval standard must not be breached, effectively accords each CLEC priority customer status.  In particular, for instance, TELUS would not be able to simply employ its “first open date” system of assignment with respect to any CLEC, although that system governs TELUS’ service provisioning to its “regular” customers.  Clearly, such mandated priority treatment for CLECs means that ILECs will necessarily incur higher costs in serving CLECs than in serving the ILECs’ base of “regular” customers.  This increased provisioning cost for services provided to CLECs due to an effectively higher level of service quality being provided to them is not reflected in the costing or pricing of unbundled local loops or of any other ILEC-provided competitor service.    

12. In closing, TELUS will comment on AT&T Canada’s suggestions regarding more detailed reporting requirements and its comments regarding alleged shortcomings in certain current measurement methods.  

13. With respect to the reporting requirements enumerated in paragraph 6 of AT&T Canada’s letter, TELUS notes that most of these are already evident in TELUS’ current QofS reporting.  For instance, the requirement to provide explanations of below-standard performance and remedial action plans (items c and d on AT&T’s list) are Commission-prescribed requirements; similarly with items e and g and the first part of item a.  Other reporting details proposed by AT&T Canada, though not formally prescribed as requirements by the Commission, have long formed part of TELUS’ standard QofS reporting practices --- these include the second part of item a, and item f.  With respect to standardizing reporting formats (items h and i), the Company considers that these can be worked out to the reasonable satisfaction of all affected parties.  

14. The only reporting detail proposed by AT&T Canada that TELUS objects to is item b calling for the production of “detailed back-up information used to compile the report.”  TELUS considers that such a requirement would constitute an unwarranted imposition on the resources of the Company solely for the convenience of CLECs who should in any event have their own service order tracking information behind the results reported.  In TELUS’ view, the level of detail prescribed by the Commission’s 15 January 2002 letter on Competition-Related Quality of Service Indicators to the effect that ILECs also provide “the numbers relating to volumes of occurrences, i.e., the numbers used both at the numerator and the denominator of each equation” reflects a reasonable balancing of the obligations and interests of ILECs and CLECs.  AT&T Canada’s ostensible concern with the accuracy of the report can be addressed by its working with TELUS on a validation process.  TELUS notes that it has in fact undertaken such a process with Call-Net (Sprint) on indicators 2.7, 2.7A, and 2.9. 

15. In paragraph 29, AT&T Canada states that:

Failed provisioning is another example where the definition is very important.  Often orders are not filled in their entirety … [but] the … provisioning order is closed off as completed and the interval … [as] met. 

TELUS notes that it does not close off a service order until the whole service order is complete.  The Company’s business rules/process do not simply accept a written-off order as an indication that the order was completed.  Other factors from the underlying provisioning systems are taken into account in determining that an order has in fact been completed.  Where a service order has been mistakenly written off as having been completed, TELUS has the ability to 'un-complete' the order and take the necessary further action to complete it.  

Yours truly,

{original signed by Willie Grieve}

Willie Grieve

Vice President

Government & Regulatory Affairs

FL/pk

cc:
CRTC Public Examination Rooms


AT&T Canada Corp.


ILECs


CLECs

� AT&T Canada Corp. January 22, 2002 comments regarding Competition-Related Quality of Service Indicators, paragraph 6.


� Ibid., paragraph 9.


� Decision CRTC 2001-217, CRTC creates new quality of service indicators for telephone companies, 9 April 2001.


� As quoted by AT&T Canada in its letter of 22 January 2002, paragraph 28.






