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19 April 2000

Ms. Ursula Menke

Secretary General

Canadian Radio-television and

  Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

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

 AUTONUM 
In accordance with the procedures set out by the Commission at paragraph 42 of Decision 2000-24, the following submission is filed on behalf of Bell Canada, Island Telecom Inc., Maritime Tel & Tel Limited, MTS Communications Inc., NBTel Inc. and NewTel Communications Inc. (collectively, the Companies).  This submission is made without prejudice to the further participation of the Companies individually in matters relating to this proceeding.

 AUTONUM 
In Decision 2000-24, the Commission stated: 

"42.
The Commission also notes Call-Net's request that the Commission ensure that the finalized standards do not affect the agreed to intervals developed in the CISC working group. Therefore, the Commission denies AT&T Canada's request for additional quality of service indicators.  However, in order to confirm that the actual quality of service performance vis‑à‑vis competitors is in compliance with the standards negotiated in CISC and approved by the Commission, the Commission directs the telephone companies to file within 90 days of this decision for inclusion in the quarterly quality of service report a methodology 

for reporting compliance with any intervals and standards negotiated in CISC and approved by the Commission.  The proposal should include the actual quality of service performance, including definitions, methods of measurements and standards concerning the relevant indicators negotiated under the sanction of the Commission."

 AUTONUM 
The Companies note that in Decision 97-16, paragraph 68, the Commission stated:

"68
With respect to the proposal for new interfaces for Interconnection Services (i.e., for competitors), the Commission considers that such interfaces are not necessary as the new indicators for competitors are included under Provisioning and Repair Interfaces."

 AUTONUM 
The new competitor-related indicators added to the quality of service monitoring model defined in Decision 97-16 were set out in paragraph 78 as follows:

"78
On the basis of parties' proposals, the Commission directs the addition of three new indicators:  (1) percentage of competitors' installation appointments met; (2) on time Primary Interexchange Carrier (PIC) activation; and (3) percentage of competitors' repair appointments met."

 AUTONUM 
The establishment of these three new competitor-related indicators of service quality effectively addresses the provision of services to competitors, including service intervals and standards associated with arrangements negotiated in the CISC process. 

 AUTONUM 
In addition, the Companies note that there already exists a well-established complaint process that can be used by any carrier if, for any reason, it is felt that service issues exist that require the immediate attention of the carriers involved or of the Commission.

 AUTONUM 
However, in the event that the Commission determines that additional indicators are required, the Companies have examined those CISC intervals and standards approved by the Commission to date.  Then, in order to develop quality of service indicators that might be appropriate in meeting the Commission's objectives, the Companies relied on the following principles:

a) Indicators should be based on measures that are used in managing the Companies' operations;

b) Indicators should, to the extent possible, be based on existing data sources;

c) Indicators should be based on objective criteria;

d) Indicators should not be considered for infrequently provided services or for project work;

e) Indicators should only be established for standards and intervals which are actionable and for which parties are accountable;

f) Indicators are not required for intervals and standards covered by service agreements
; 

g) Indicators are not required for services for which competitive sources of supply are available; and

h) The number of indicators developed should be no more than that required to provide the Commission with an accurate, representative view of the level of service being provided to competitors.

 AUTONUM 
Applying the principles outlined above, the Companies concluded that, at most, four indicators might be considered.  The Companies' review and assessment of these indicators is attached.  The Companies note, regarding these indicators, that in reviewing their processes and systems with a view to identifying service quality indicators in addition to those set out in Decision 97-16, the Companies were faced with the problem that the processes established in the CISC were typically the result of negotiations concerning activities involving a number of operations not all of which are within the Companies' control.  

 AUTONUM 
The Companies also note that their ability to meet service intervals for a variety of functionalities, such as for example, the provision of local loops and interconnecting trunks, or the porting of telephone numbers, is dependent on the timeliness and quality of a CLEC's or other party's (such as, for example, the NPAC SMS service provider) performance of a variety of activities.  Furthermore, if the Companies had been notified by the Commission prior to the conduct of these negotiations that indicators more specific than those set out in Decision 97-16 would be established, this would likely have had an impact upon the Companies' positions in the negotiations.  For example, had the Companies been aware that specific quality of service indicators for the availability of local loops would be imposed, the Companies would likely have required that mechanisms be established to ensure that means to measure CLECs' performance of their responsibilities in the local loop provisioning process were established.
 AUTONUM 
Lastly, the Companies note that, if the Commission deems it necessary to introduce additional quality of service indicators for CISC intervals and standards, further development work will be required.  Methods and procedures for implementation will have to be developed, and an assessment of the associated IS/IT requirements will need to be conducted.  At this time, the Companies have not determined how long it would take to complete that process, nor have the specific associated resource and cost requirements been defined.

 AUTONUM 
The Companies submit that the quality of service indicators established in Decision 97-16 remain sufficient and that therefore no additional quality of service indicators are required at this time.
 AUTONUM 
The Companies are sending a machine-readable file copy via Internet email to the Commission.

Yours truly,

Teresa Muir

Director – Regulatory Matters

Bell Canada
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The Companies 
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Parties to Decision 2000-24, Appendix 1

Possible CISC Quality of Service Indicators
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1.0
Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met
A service interval for the unbundling and transfer of ILEC local loop types A and B was developed by the CISC Ordering and Billing Sub-Working Group (OBSWG).  The OBSWG's Consensus Report, BORE002, dated 8 June 1998, was adopted by the CISC Co‑ordinating Committee on 24 July 1998 and subsequently approved by the Commission in a letter decision issued 8 December 1998.

In Consensus Report BORE002, BC TEL and TELUS Communications Inc. agreed to establish a provisioning interval for the migration of unbundled local loop types A and B in local number portability (LNP) Priority 1 exchanges at five (5) business days, and to meet this interval 90% of the time.

MetroNet Communications Group Inc. (MetroNet) initially disputed the OBSWG consensus, specifically objecting to the migration interval in Bell Canada's LNP Priority 1 locations.  At the CISC Co-ordinating Committee meeting of 24 July 1998, Bell Canada confirmed that it had reduced its loop migration interval to 5 business days, and MetroNet withdrew its objections in a letter to the Commission dated 31 July 1998.  In subsequent discussions on service intervals in the CISC Business Process Working Group (BPWG) in June 1999, loop migration service intervals were provided for other ILECs, and ILECs agreed to extend all such service intervals from LNP Priority 1 locations to include all urban areas, as defined in Decision 97-16.

Although further BPWG discussion of service intervals was interrupted by the filing of CISC Dispute BPDI011a (ILEC Service Intervals for Provisioning of New Loops) by Call‑Net Enterprises Inc. on 14 July 1999, the Companies propose that the report format for this indicator nevertheless reflect the additional work completed by the BPWG subsequent to Consensus Report BORE002 and prior to Dispute BPDI011a.

The Companies also note that CLECs are responsible for key steps within the loop migration process.  In particular, the provisioning of dialtone on a CLEC switch and the preparedness of the CLEC and its end-customer to receive the migrated loop are beyond the direct control of the ILEC.  The proposed report format for this key indicator therefore identifies the ILEC's agreement to a due date as the basis for measurement.

The Companies note, as well, that ILECs are dependent on CLECs for release of ILEC leased loops to support an end-customer choosing to transfer service 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 CLECs' 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 also file equivalent quality of service indicator measurement results.  The proposed report format for this indicator is as follows:

Indicator 
Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met
Definition:
The percentage of time that the agreed upon due dates for the provisioning of new or migrated unbundled local loop (types A and B) orders are met.

Measurement Method:
Tracking of due dates met.

Geographical Basis:
Company-wide urban.

Proposed Standard:
90%.

Reporting Format:
Percentage of due dates met.

2.0
LNP Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met
A service interval for the porting of ILEC telephone numbers associated with plain old telephone service (POTS) was developed by the CISC Ordering and Billing Sub-Working Group (OBSWG).  The OBSWG's Consensus Report, BORE003a, dated 12 November 1998, was adopted by the CISC Co-ordinating Committee on 15 January 1999 and subsequently approved by the Commission in a letter decision issued 8 April 1999.

In Consensus Report BORE003a, ILECs and CLECs agreed to establish a reciprocal provisioning interval for the porting of telephone numbers associated with POTS at five (5) business days for the first telephone number within an NXX, and at three (3) business days for subsequent telephone numbers within an NXX.

The Companies again note that, when ILEC telephone numbers are being ported to CLECs, CLECs are responsible for key steps within the porting process.  In particular, the initiation and activation of the porting subscription on the NPAC SMS, the provisioning of dialtone on a CLEC switch, and the preparedness of the CLEC and its end-customer to receive the telephone number are beyond the control of the ILEC.  The proposed report format for this key indicator therefore identifies the ILEC's agreement to a due date as the basis for measurement.

Since the porting of the first telephone number within an NXX is an infrequent event, which will diminish over time as LNP grows, the Companies submit that a measurement for this sub-category of orders is unnecessary.   The proposed report format for this indicator therefore targets the ongoing orders for reporting purposes.  The proposed format for this indicator is as follows:

Indicator 
LNP Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met
Definition:
The percentage of time that the agreed upon due date relating to standalone porting of numbers are met.

Measurement Method:
Tracking of due dates met.

Geographical Basis:
Company-wide.

Proposed Standard:
90%.

Reporting Format:
Percentage of LNP due dates met. 

3.0
Interconnection Trunk Order Service Interval Met
A service interval for the provisioning of (bill and keep) interconnection trunks was developed by the CISC Ordering and Billing Sub-Working Group (OBSWG).  The OBSWG's Consensus Report, BORE003b, dated 23 October 1998, was adopted by the CISC Co-ordinating Committee on 15 January 1999 and subsequently approved by the Commission in a letter decision issued 8 April 1999.

In Consensus Report BORE003b, the parties agreed on the following ILEC service intervals for the ongoing installation of interconnecting trunks between LECs:  twenty (20) business days where facilities exist, and thirty-five (35) business days where facilities are required.  These intervals were consistent with objectives established with the implementation of long distance competition.

The Companies note that CLECs are responsible for key steps within the interconnection process.  In particular, the activities associated with the provisioning of the CLEC's portion of the shared-cost facility are beyond the control of the ILEC.  The proposed report format for this indicator therefore identifies the ILEC's agreement to a due date as the basis for measurement.  The proposed format for this indicator is as follows:
Indicator 
Interconnection Trunk Order Service Interval Met
Definition:
The percentage of time that the agreed upon due date for the turn-up of bill and keep interconnection trunks are met. 

Measurement Method:
Tracking of due dates met.  The due date interval is 20 business days when augments to existing trunk groups are required where facilities exist and 35 business days when new trunk groups are required where no facilities exist.

Geographical Basis:
Company-wide.

Proposed Standard:
90%.

Reporting Format:
Percentage of due dates met.

4.0
Unbundled Loop Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours
The CISC Network Operations Working Group (NOWG) developed a repair interval for unbundled loops.  The NOWG's Consensus Report, NOCO006L, dated 18 October 1999, was adopted by the CISC Steering Committee (SC) 12 November 1999 and subsequently approved by the Commission in a letter decision issued 18 January 2000.

In Consensus Report NOCO006L the ILECs agreed to endeavor to provide the CLECs' unbundled loop trouble reports with a repair service level comparable to that which the ILECs provide their end-customers.  This will be accomplished by utilizing the existing ILEC dispatch processes and procedures.

The Companies note that information in relation to repair intervals regarding facilities provided to competitors is already included in existing Indicator 2.1 – Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours.  The Companies therefore submit that unbundled loop repair intervals should not be subject to new quality of service reporting requirements. 

If, nevertheless, the Commission was to decide to include a separate indicator for competitors, a new indicator, Competitor Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours, could be established.  The proposed report format for this indicator is as follows:

Indicator 
Unbundled Loop Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours
Definition:
The percentage of time that CLECs' initial unbundled loop trouble reports cleared within 24 hours are met.

Measurement Method:
Tracking of the percentage of initial out-of-service trouble reports that are cleared within 24 hours.

Geographical Basis:
Company-wide.

Proposed Standard:
80%.

Reporting Format:
Percentage of trouble reports cleared.
� 	Decision 97-16, paragraph 79: 





"…because interconnection service agreements are approved by the Commission and the terms and conditions under which interconnection services are offered subject to supervision by the Commission (including its Competitive Dispute Resolution process), the Commission considers that the monitoring of the remaining proposed indicators is not necessary."
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