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1.
INTRODUCTION

1.
In accordance with the procedure established in Telecom Decision CRTC 97-16 Quality of Service Indicators for Use in Telephone Company Regulation ("Decision 97-16"), TELUS Corporation ("TELUS") is pleased to provide its reply comments to the comments made in this proceeding to finalize the quality of service standards ("the standards").

2.
In this submission, failure by TELUS to address any specific comment made by any party should not be interpreted as acceptance by TELUS of the appropriateness or correctness of that comment, where such acceptance would be inconsistent with the views advanced by TELUS elsewhere in this proceeding.

2.
GENERAL COMMENTS

3.
On August 14, 1998, TELUS submitted its submission to finalize the standards.  On September 15, 1998, TELUS received comments from AT&T Canada Long Distance Company ("AT&T Canada LDS"), the Government of the Northwest Territories ("GNWT") and the Province of British Columbia ("PBC").  On September 16, 1998, TELUS received comments from the Public Interest Advocacy Centre ("PIAC").  On September 17, TELUS received collective comments from the British Columbia Old Age Pensioners' Organization, Council of Senior Citizens' Organizations of British Columbia, West End Seniors Network, End Legislated Poverty, British Columbia, Coalition for Information Access, and Tenants Rights Action Coalition ("collectively BCOAPO").  On September 18, 1998, TELUS also received comments from Federation Nationale des Associations de Consommateurs du Quebec ("FNACQ").  On September 20, 1998, TELUS also received comments form the Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak ("MKO").  The major concerns that were raised are discussed in the following sections.
3.
THE EFFECT OF COMPETITION

4.
In its comments, PIAC states that:

Telus, notably without the explicit support of other companies, once again argues that because the local market is now open to competition, the reporting of local service results should be discontinued.  This argument was rejected by the Commission in Decision 97-16, after the introduction of local competition.

…

There has been no material change in circumstances since Decision 97-16 to justify a reversal of this determination by the Commission.

5.
TELUS submits that emerging local competition, in the year since Decision 97-16 was issued constitutes a material change in circumstances sufficient for the Commission to reconsider whether the reporting of local service results should be discontinued.  Local markets are now open to competition.  Whether competition for local service actually exists, is imminent, or is expected in the future in any given locality, is irrelevant.  Customers do not differentiate between TELUS as a local service provider on the one hand and a provider of other services on the other.  Therefore, any decline in service quality by TELUS will have competitive impacts in other market segments which the Commission has already found to be fully competitive.  In particular, declines in the quality of local service will lead to market share losses in other market segments such as the long distance and Internet service sub-markets.  Further, failure by TELUS to provide high quality service will simply result in customers also choosing alternate local service providers at the first opportunity.  Therefore, quality of service reporting and regulated standards are no longer necessary and, indeed, perpetuate regulation that is neither efficient nor effective in achieving the objectives of the Telecommunications Act.  

6.
The importance TELUS attaches to the maintenance of high quality customer service is evidenced by the fact that both residential sales and service and business sales and service are accessible by customers 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.  This is the reality for TELUS, of the competitive market for all communications services regardless of the degree to which competition may have emerged in any one market segment.

7.
Therefore, TELUS submits that PIAC's arguments are inconsistent with the reality of the marketplace, are rooted in out of date conceptions of the communications industry and should be rejected. 

4.
PRICE CAP CONSIDERATIONS

8.
In its comments, AT&T Canada LDS indicates that:

The relaxation of quality standards could well undermine the objectives of the price cap regime to foster lower prices through efficiency improvements rather than simply lowering costs by reducing service levels.

9.
TELUS submits that the objectives of the price cap regime would not be thwarted by the relaxation of quality standards. Lowering quality of service provided to customers in an emerging competitive local marketplace would result in either the loss of local customers in the already competitive toll marketplace or the creation of pent-up demand for higher quality local service in local customers, which, once local competition is in place, would result in an immediate and dramatic loss of local customers.

5.
THE NEED FOR URBAN AND RURAL STANDARDS

10.
In its comments, in advocating that the interim standards for indicators 1.1 and 2.1 be retained, PIAC states that:

PIAC submits that, without clear and compelling justification, there should be no difference in the applicable standard for rural and urban customers.  Telus argues that such differences are justified since rural areas require additional travel time, and are often dependent on stand-by maintenance staff (see para. 25).  While it may be more difficult to meet a given service interval for rural customers than for urban customers, PIAC notes that the most recent data provided by Bell and Telus to PIAC do not bear this out.  In fact, in the case of Provisioning Intervals, the 1998 data for Bell shows consistently better results for rural customers.  For Telus, the data for the first quarter of 1998 shows varying results, with rural sometimes exceeding urban.

11.
TELUS strives to provide high quality service to all its customers.  First quarter results reflect the fact that construction tends to be seasonally cyclical.  Therefore, first quarter results may not be representative of the year.  As the second and third quarter results unfold, TELUS expects that those results will be more representative of TELUS' experience.

12.
TELUS further submits that in the report "Customer Satisfaction and Indicators for Quality of Service Provided by Telephone Companies", attached to the Bell Canada submission to finalize the standards ("the JBG Report"), JBG Consultants first canvassed customers directly to get a general indication of what customers thought, the nature of their overall relationship with TELUS and whether they were satisfied with the service provided.  

13.
For those customers who were reportedly dissatisfied with the Provisioning Intervals, while JBG Consultants could have probed further to examine the reasons for their dissatisfaction, JBG Consultants determined that inspection of the data indicated that such probing was neither necessary or warranted.  There were so few customers that were dissatisfied with other aspects of provisioning that their exclusion would have had no significant impact on the overall level of service.  JBG concluded that 90% of urban customers would be satisfied if 80% of provisioning orders are completed within 10 days and 90% of rural customers would be satisfied if 80% of provisioning orders are completed within 20 days.  Therefore, TELUS submits that the proposed standards for Provisioning Intervals are reasonable.  

14.
For those customers who were reportedly dissatisfied with the Repair Intervals, JBG Consultants then probed further to examine the reasons for their dissatisfaction.  After excluding customers dissatisfied for reasons other that Repair Intervals, JBG Consultants concluded that 90% of urban customers would be satisfied if 80% of repair orders are completed within 36 hours and 90% of rural customers would be satisfied if 70% of repair orders are completed within 36 hours.  Therefore, TELUS submits that the proposed standards for Repair Intervals are reasonable.  

6.
APPROPRIATENESS OF THE JBG REPORT

15.
In its comments, in advocating that the interim standards for indicators 1.1 and 2.1 be retained, PBC states that:

While the telephone companies are not proposing subjective standards, they are basing their proposed changes to existing objective standard on subjective grounds (i.e., customer satisfaction surveys).  In effect, the telephone companies are doing indirectly what they are not permitted to do directly.

16.
TELUS submits that satisfaction is itself a subjective matter.  PBC does not seem to understand that the requirement to satisfy 90% of customers requires either asking the customer about their satisfaction or defining the indicators such that a 90% success rate defines 90% satisfaction.  A definitional standard is only appropriate for simple indicators (i.e., those presumed to directly link the service level to the satisfaction level).  For compound indicators (i.e., those that do not directly link the service level to the satisfaction level), customer survey information is still relevant and necessary in setting the standards.  Furthermore, when PBC objects to using a 90% success rate for several indicators and argues instead in favour of the old standards, PBC is arguing in favour of standards based on customer satisfaction surveys undertaken in the 1980s.  Therefore, TELUS submits that PBC's concerns about using subjective material to set the service level standard are clearly misplaced, without merit and should be rejected outright.

17.
In its comments, in advocating that the interim standard for indicator 1.1 be retained, GNWT states that:

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 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.

18. TELUS submits that this concern was directed to JBG Consultants.  JBG Consultants, in a letter dated September 24, 1998, indicates that:

In consideration of the comment concerning the relatively small sample size for rural customers experiencing a delay greater than 10 days, inspection of the levels of satisfaction observed at different provisioning intervals and for different sample sizes suggests that the results are not dependent on sample size.  This contention is supported by the urban results where essentially identical results are obtained from a sample size of 32 respondents.

Therefore, TELUS submits that the concern raised by GNWT is without merit and should be rejected outright.

7.
EXPANDED INDICATORS

19.
In its comments, AT&T Canada LDS states that:

At the outset, AT&T Canada LDS maintains that the public interest would be best served by the expansion of the indicators to include specific measures of the quality of service provided to customers who are also competitors. 

AT&T Canada LDS then goes on to elaborate on the nature of those measures.

20.
TELUS submits that the Commission initiated a process that led to the development of appropriate indicators.  Decision 97-16 then established interim standards relative to those indicators.  In this process to finalize the standards, the interim standards are being "fine-tuned" to reflect regional disparities and special, company-specific circumstances.  AT&T Canada LDS is now requesting that new indicators be introduced.  TELUS notes that over the past year, various members of the Ordering and Billing sub-working group of the CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee ("CISC") have worked diligently to reach an agreement on the interval for loop migration between an Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier ("ILEC") and a Competitive Local Exchange Carrier ("CLEC").  Furthermore, work continues on the intervals for other carrier requests such as loop provisioning and repair.  TELUS requests that the Commission insure that the finalized standards do not affect the agreed to intervals developed in the CISC sub-working group, and that the standards are not used as a baseline when deliberating service intervals with other parties participating in the CISC process.  TELUS submits that the CISC forum is an appropriate venue for negotiating standards on services provided to competitors.  Quality of service conditions can also be specifically negotiated when establishing contracts for services between industry participants.  TELUS submits that requests to introduce new quality of service indicators go well beyond the scope of this process to finalize the standards, and should be rejected outright.

21.
With regard to the specific indicators that provide safeguards to its competitors (i.e., Indicators 1.7 and 2.6) and as discussed in its submission, TELUS reiterates that the need to monitor on-time PIC activation through regular filings with the Commission is no longer necessary.  This standard should be addressed on an exception-only, complaint basis, until such time as it is phased out.

22.
Further, TELUS reiterates that it does not currently have methods in place to separate the data between competitors' repair calls and repair calls received from all other customers.  TELUS employs a common process to serve all customers.  Indicator 2.2 includes data for all customers.  It is not appropriate to differentiate between customers and to provide a different level of service to customers that are competitors.  Rather, all customers must receive the same high level of service.  Whether they are competitors or not is irrelevant.  TELUS reiterates that a separate indicator for repair service for service provided to competitors is not required.  This indicator should continue to be included and subsumed within Indicator 2.2, until such time as it is phased out.


8.
CONCLUSION

23.
TELUS submits that the parties' comments are without merit and as such, warrant no further consideration and should be dismissed by the Commission.  TELUS further submits that the standards, as proposed by TELUS in its submission to finalize the standards, should be adopted by the Commission as the finalized standards.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED.

10

