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Introduction

This position paper is submitted on behalf of AT&T Canada Telecom Services, AXXENT Corp., Call-Net Communications Inc., Eastlink Limited, Gateway Telephone Limited, GT Group Telecom Services Corp.,  (collectively, the “Competitors").

The purpose of this letter is to request that the Commission order the ILECs to comply with the terms of the Commission’s letter decision of October 31, 2000 (the “Letter Decision") wherein the ILECs were ordered "to provide unbundled loops to the CLECs within service intervals no greater than those within which they provide loops to themselves, at least 90 percent of the time". That is, if the ILECs deliver an unbundled local loop to themselves within two days, the Competitors also require the unbundled local loop within two days.  Currently the ILECs are simply offering to adhere to the quality of service performance standards that are required for retail services, not an unbundled network element.  This is a subtle but materially negative difference that jeopardizes competition.

The current unbundled loop service intervals offered by the ILECs represent a clear misinterpretation of the Letter Decision, thereby allowing the ILECs to maintain a significant competitive advantage over the Competitors in this area.  It has become obvious to the Competitors that a well-defined standardized service interval for both new and migrated unbundled local loops must be established to further clarify the Commission directive to the ILECs in the Letter Decision.

Background

The Business Process Working Group of CISC (formerly CISC Order and Billing Sub-Working Group) has, since 1997, been working to establish the provisioning service intervals associated with various local facilities provided by the ILECs to CLECs. The Competitors have consistently requested that the ILECs provide unbundled local loops to the Competitors within the same intervals that they provide loops to themselves. To date, the Competitors remain at a competitive disadvantage to the ILECs in that the ILECs continue to provide the unbundled local loops to themselves in a shorter interval than that which they provide such loops to the Competitors.

Since the inception of local competition, the CLECs have been operating at a competitive disadvantage while attempting to negotiate more equitable service intervals at CISC.  After lengthy negotiations proved unsuccessful, Call-Net filed dispute BPDI011a on July 20, 1999. 

Recognizing the need to promote competitive neutrality with respect to unbundled local loop service intervals, the Commission released the Letter Decision which ordered, among other things, the ILECs, within three months of the date of the ruling, to provide unbundled local loops to the CLECs within intervals no greater than those provided to themselves. Despite the Commission’s decision, the ILECs issued revised policies (attached hereto as Exhibits A,B,C,D) that failed to meet this directive, thereby perpetuating their competitive advantage in this industry.

 The Competitors issued yet another request to the ILECs for adherence to the Commission’s directive (BPCO023a). After receiving a further refusal by the ILECs (BPCO024a), AXXENT Corp. issued Dispute BPDI004 seeking relief with respect to the ILEC service interval policies. Specifically, the Competitors are seeking relief with respect to ILEC service intervals for requested new and migrated unbundled local loop types A and B, including all sub-types 
The Competitors are frustrated and discouraged by yet another attempt by the ILECs to inhibit a competitively equitable resolution and furthermore, to guise their most recent interval policies under the pretense of the Commission’s October 2000 mandate. The Competitors respectfully seek expedited relief to the current regime imposed by the ILECs. 

The Competitors offer this Dispute Position Paper in addition to the materials on record to this Dispute and to Dispute BPDI011a.

Service Intervals are Important

The Competitors submit that one of the most important factors which influence a consumer’s choice of Local Service Provider (LSP) is the length of time it takes the LSP to provide service to the end-user. The Competitors have always recognized this as a major impact on their ability to attract new customers and have witnessed lost sales due in whole or in large part to the fact that they are forced to offer consumers longer intervals for service connection than the ILECs. In order to compete for consumer business, a CLEC must be able to offer services and quality, which meets or exceeds that of the Incumbent telco. It can be reasonably argued that if a competitor can not provide the same quality for like-services that an end-user enjoys with the ILEC, that the end–user will be inclined to remain with the ILEC.

The interval for service delivery that a Competitor offers to an end-user is based primarily on the service interval provided by the ILEC for the underlying unbundled local loop that supports the services provisioned for that end-user.

Attached as Exhibit E, AXXENT Corp has provided an excerpt from a customer survey conducted in the year 2000.  The Commission will see clearly that when asked if satisfied with the activation of their services, the number one complaint from all customers surveyed was “…it took too long for the initial connection of their lines”. This is consistent with the claims the Competitors have been expressing for the past several years. It is critical that the Competitors be able to provide service to their end-users in, at least, the same intervals as the ILECs provide similar services to their end-users. 

The Competitors submit that consumers are largely influenced by the interval offered to provide service, as clearly indicated in the survey results in Exhibit E, and that the Competitors have been clearly disadvantaged by the poor service intervals offered by the ILECs for unbundled loop installation. The Competitors require the unbundled loop to be provided to the Competitors within service intervals no greater than those within which the ILEC provides the unbundled local loop to themselves.

Retail Quality of Service Metric Insufficient

Bell Canada has suggested in their memo to the Competitors (Exhibit A) that they will provide service intervals for unbundled local loops to the Competitors in accordance with the minimum requirements allowed by the retail quality of service metric (5 days, 90% of the time).   This is not competitively neutral.  For example, in the Competitors experience, Bell Canada’s customer service representatives will typically offer service intervals of up to 48 hours to its end-users where the loop facility is already established to the end user demarcation.

Specific unbundled local loops service intervals that are equal to those observed from the business practices of the ILECs are needed to ensure competitive equity and to prevent the ILECs from providing themselves with an unfair competitive advantage.  The principle of unbundled local loop service intervals for CLECs which are based on quality of service indicators for retail end-users (a service, not an unbundled network element) which are, in most cases, greater than actual provisioning times is not appropriate.

System Costs

In discussions at the BPWG, the ILECs have pointed to the fact that their Carrier Service Groups (CSG) that are responsible for handling the local loop orders of the CLECs do not have access to the order processing systems that their retail customer service group has.  The Competitors submit that the Commission has already determined that the ILEC is responsible for the cost of upgrading the systems required to meet the service intervals offered to the CLECs.  Further, the Competitors submit that the ILECs have had ample time in which to complete the upgrade.  In the Letter Decision, the Commission stated that it considered that the ILECs should pay their own costs for upgrading or creating new systems to implement the directives set forth.

A Standard Service Interval 

In the ILECs' proposed new service interval policies,  (attached as Exhibits to this document), some ILECs implemented their policy in the form of a standardized service interval for unbundled loop ordering, and others chose to implement a “next available due date” offering in which the ILEC would, upon receipt of an LSR order, validate the next available due date being offered by the ILEC, and respond thereafter to the CLEC with that service date upon issuance of the order confirmation (LSC). 

For reasons outlined in the Competitors recent contribution (BPCO023a), the Competitors firmly oppose the latter process. For clarity, the Competitors maintain that a standardized service interval for unbundled loops is required. The Competitors must be able to schedule, with confidence, the service delivery date to its customers at the time of the customer’s request for service, the same advantage enjoyed by the ILEC’s customers. A standard interval approach is a common practice for the ILECs to provide some services to their retail customer. It is noteworthy that after Commission mediation, both ILECs ( TELUS and MTS) who originally issued new policies outlining a next available due date approach agreed to offer standard intervals as an alternative to the Competitors. 

In the event that the Commission should deem it necessary to approve a “next available due date” implementation for unbundled loop ordering, the Competitors wish to identify (as discussed in detail at the March 30, 2001 mediation held with Commission staff) that a firm requirement necessary to manage such an approach, would be direct electronic access to the ILEC systems which support the management of the ILEC service orders and assignment of service due dates. The Competitors would require “real-time” access to view and to schedule orders within the ILEC systems. The Competitors wish to note that during the discussions of the mediation, there were no ILECs in favor of granting such access to the Competitors.

The Unbundled Loop - Not the Bundled Product

The Competitors submit that the ILECs have continued to obfuscate the issues surrounding service intervals by any means possible. One of the means attempted repeatedly involves the comparison of different ILEC retail product offerings and the various service intervals associated with them. The Competitors wish to clarify that the Competitors are not ordering Bundled Products from the ILECs, they are ordering an unbundled loop. A particular loop type may support various different bundled product offerings for the ILEC, which may have varying installation intervals, however, in all cases, the Competitors submit that the interval to establish the unbundled loop is at issue. Regardless of the various digital features, functionality, or equipment installation that may accompany a particular bundled retail product, the time it takes to establish the underlying unbundled loop is the same for all those such products. Any additional time it takes to establish the rest of the bundled retail service is not of consideration to the Competitors, nor to this dispute. 

With this in mind, it can be logically determined that for a given unbundled loop type or sub-type, the interval associated with the most basic ILEC retail service supported by that loop type can be used for deriving the appropriate interval to be offered to the Competitors for the unbundled loop itself. In other words, the time it takes the ILEC to provision that loop to itself for support of that basic bundled product, is the service interval that should be offered to the Competitors for that particular loop type or sub-type. This is consistent with the Letter Decision which ordered the ILECs to provide unbundled loops to CLECs within service intervals no greater than those which they provide loops to themselves. Just as importantly, this is consistent with the Competitors’ position since 1997.

Provision of Migrated Unbundled Loops

A “migrated” unbundled loop installation is one in which the loop itself is existing to a particular enduser premise (either supporting an existing ILEC service to that end-user, or another CLEC service to that end-user). When a new provider requests the loop to be transferred or “migrated”, the ILEC need only disconnect the loop from the current LSP and re-connect to the new LSP the Central Office. The unbundled loop itself is already connected from the Central Office through to the demarcation point at the end user premises. The ILECs have a similar process for their retail service orders which is sometimes referred to as a “Saved Visit”, a “Reconnect” or a “No Fieldwork Required” order. Generally, all ILECs have a clearly separate service interval for their retail customers who do not require a field visit by an installer- both for residence and business orders.

The Competitors submit that if a consumer contacted Bell Canada either by telephone or by visiting a Bell retail outlet (such as a PhoneCenter or Bell World store),  the consumer would be offered a standard due date for an order in which service can be established without a field visit to the end user premises. In Bell’s case, they would be offered a service interval of “up to 48 hours” from the time they requested service from Bell. For this type of retail service request and others, Bell offers their service based on a Standardized Interval for service activation. The Competitors submit that this practice is common to all ILECs. The Competitors also submit that a similar retail interval is also common to all ILECs.

An ‘A’ or ‘B’ type (or subtype) loop is used to provide this retail service to the end user. The Competitors submit that a “migrated” loop order is similar to the ILEC’s retail “Saved Visit” order, but the ILECs offer the Competitors a migrated unbundled loop in a 5-day service interval. Furthermore, the Competitors are subject to a “day 0” interval which is defined as the day the order is received by the ILEC and is in addition to the 5 day interval offered by the ILEC. Therefore the actual proposed ordering interval is truly a 6 day interval (measured in business days not calendar days).

Therefore, when a consumer contacts the ILEC and places an order similar to a migrated unbundled loop order, the ILEC provides retail service to that end user in 2 days from the time of the contact. When a Competitor requests a migrated unbundled loop, the Competitor is offered 6 days. The Competitors are not ordering any of the bundled features associated with the ILECs retail service but still, remain at a clearly competitive disadvantage. 

Furthermore, if the ILEC is able to provide the entire bundled service to the end user in 48 hours, then it can be only reasonable to assume that the ILEC can provision an A or B type or subtype unbundled loop in “up to 48 hours”. 

The Competitors note that experience to-date has proven that in many cases in which a migrated unbundled loop is ordered, the ILEC chooses to dispatch a field technician to “groom” the facility which serves the end user. The Competitors note that this activity is not requested by the Competitor but is exercised at the judgement of the ILEC only. If the Competitor requests that the current facility be migrated, and the ILEC chooses to change the underlying facility, or redesign the facility then any resulting inefficiency or impact should not be borne by the Competitor in the form of an extended interval. 

The Competitors request that the Commission set forth a standard service interval, that is clear and definite for the delivery of a Migrated Unbundled Loop – Type A and B, including all sub-types. The Competitors also ask that the Commission clarify whether the interval established is inclusive of Day 0.

Provision of New Unbundled Loops

A “new” unbundled loop installation is one in which a new service is requested by the end user and a Competitor wishes to establish a new unbundled loop to the end user premise. Generally, this type of order involves a connection in the Central Office (to the Competitor’s colocation) and a “field visit” to the end user premise to establish a demarcation device, by the ILEC. 

The CRTC Quality of Service Indicator 1.1 outlines a requirement for the ILEC to measure the number of days to provide service from the date of a customer’s request. The standards set for Urban Areas is that service must be provided in 5 days or less 90% of the time. The standard for Rural Areas is set at 10 days or less, 90% of the time.

The Competitors note that the ILECs provide these retail services on several different loop type categories- specifically, A and B type and subtypes. The ILECs provide these services on the various loop types and sub-types mentioned based on what type of loop is available to a particular enduser premise. For clarity, if a particular end-user premise is serviced by an A5 loop sub-type, then the end user’s request for basic service will be provisioned on that A5 facility. If the end user requests a retail service that requires a B type loop to operate, and the ILEC has no such facility servicing that end user premises, then the service may be denied, or at the ILECs discretion, the existing facility will be “conditioned” to meet the specifications of the B type facility. 

In general, the ILEC provides retail service to the end user in accordance with the Quality of Service Indicators ordered by the Commission, and provisions the service on whatever grade of facility serves the end user premise.

Comparatively however, the ILECs have chosen to provide a separate interval to the Competitors for loop type A and B, and an extended interval for A and B loop subtypes. For example, the service interval for an A type unbundled loop order is offered as 5 business days to the Competitor (plus the addition of day 0, totaling 6 days). A retail customer ordering a basic bundled service will be offered up to 5 days, generally (regardless of the loop type used to provision that service). 

In most cases, the ILECs have provided a service interval of greater than 5 days for the installation of a sub-type loop to the Competitors. If an ILEC retail customer requests activation of a high-speed Internet access, and the end user chooses to install a new telephone line to support such a service, the activation of the unbundled loop serving the end user is offered in a 5 day interval for that retail service. Since unbundled loop sub-types A5,B1 and B2 are utilized to support high-speed access, it is clear that the ILEC does in fact establish the unbundled loop sub-type in 5 days to the Competitors.

Since the ILEC clearly provides retail bundled services to it’s customers on loop sub-type facilities in 5 days, then it can be reasonably ascertained that the ILEC must be able to provide an unbundled loop sub-type in up to 5 days. 

The ILECs have argued that for their own retail services, a Loop Selection Report (as outlined in the National Services Tariff, Item 635) is not required, but it is provided to Competitors when a loop sub-type is requested. The ILECs claim, generally, the additional 2 days (in addition to the 5 day interval for an A or B type loop) is required to complete the activities necessary to produce that report, and assign the correct facility to meet the sub-type requirements requested by the Competitor.

The Competitors find this questionable at best, but have further requested that all ILECs adopt the tariff as offered by NBTel (now Aliant), in which the Report is provided at the option of the Competitor and not as a mandatory requirement of the loop sub-type service, as is currently imposed on the Competitors. The Competitors rarely require the Report to be issued and further, find that the imposition of the Loop Selection Report only frustrates the extended interval offered for loop sub-type requests, thereby offering the ILECs yet another excuse for subjecting the Competitors to longer intervals than the ILECs provide to themselves. This is further exemplified in the cases where a migrated loop is requested by the Competitors since the sub-type facility already exists.

Additionally, the ILECs have claimed that the difference between retail intervals in which a sub-type loop is provisioned, and the Competitor’s orders for a sub-type loop are differentiated by the fact that the retail service is provisioned using the facility serving the end user premise, which may possibly be of, for example, an A5 sub-type specification. In the case of a Competitor order, the Competitor is specifically requesting the provision of an A5 loop sub-type, and that in this case, the ILEC must design the loop to meet the specification.

The Competitors find no foundation to this argument as the Commission has clearly mandated that the ILECs are to provide loops to the Competitors where the facilities exist. In this regard, the ILECs have no argument as the ILECs will provide the loop type requested by the Competitor if in fact, the facility serving the end user premise meets the specifications of the loop type requested. If it does not, the ILEC will reject the order on this basis. Similarly, as described in the preceding paragraphs, the ILEC will provision a retail service request in the same manner. If the facility serving an end user premise meets the required specification for a retail service request or a Competitor unbundled loop request, the service is provisioned. However, again, the ILEC provisions that unbundled loop to the Competitor in a greater interval than it provisions to itself.

The Competitors submit that for unbundled loop service intervals, there should be no differentiation between Urban and Rural areas. For the ILECs retail services, rural areas include not only towns and areas of reasonable population density but also areas such as islands, sparsely populated and/or inaccessible regions.  The Competitors submit that large portions of the Greater Toronto Area (including Mississauga) are classified as band C (defined as rural in Decision 97-16) but it would be difficult to convince anyone that Mississauga is still a rural area.  

The Competitors also suggest that the inclusion of sparsely populated areas, and areas which are not easily accessible were a governing factor in the Commission’s determination to provide a separate Quality of Service Indicator for services installed in Rural areas (10 days or less, 90% of the time).

The Competitors submit that it is highly unlikely that competition will flourish on islands and in remote sparsely populated areas, which are not easily accessible, but will be more likely to flourish in reasonably populated areas, generally speaking. 

Therefore, the Competitors request that any intervals established by the Commission be set to include both Urban and Rural areas or for greater clarity, for Rate Bands A, B, C and D. The Competitors request that the Commission set forth a standard service interval, that is clear and definite for the delivery of a New Unbundled Loop – Type A and B, including sub-types. The Competitors also ask that the Commission clarify whether the interval established is inclusive of Day 0.

Method of Order Exchange

In the case of Bell Canada, a separate set of service intervals have been implemented for Competitors who transmit their orders by means of Facsimile, and a more favorable interval for Competitors who utilize an Electronic File Transfer (EFT) means of exchange.

Although the Competitors are in full agreement that the more preferable means of transfer would be through EFT, the Competitors submit that establishing intervals that are greater than the ILEC provides itself to CLECs who exchange by means of fax is discriminatory.

The Competitors note that a CLEC is faced with many costs in establishing local services and that purchasing is tightly controlled. Further, when service order volumes are low, the expense to purchase such a system may not be warranted and a manual means of exchange is the only reasonable option available to the CLEC. It is noteworthy that Bell Canada still uses facsimile for transmitting LSR orders (“Winback”) to the Competitors, yet fully expects that the Competitors use EFT to exchange orders to Bell.

For clarity, the Competitors would suggest that any efficiencies that are gained by the use of EFT should be reflected in a further reduction to the service intervals offered to the Competitors, but that at no time, should any intervals provided to the Competitors be greater than the intervals within which the ILEC provides the unbundled loop to itself, regardless of the means of exchange chosen by a CLEC.

Conclusion

The Competitors are concerned that service intervals have been subject to dispute again.  The Competitors simply want to be able to offer to their end-users service order intervals that are equal to those offered by the ILEC to themselves and their end-users.

The Competitors submit that there is even greater urgency to resolve this issue than in the July 1999 dispute since nearly two years have elapsed without this inequity and uncompetitive behavior by the ILECs being resolved.  The Competitors submit that local competition has not developed as expected.  One of the reasons is that from the outset the Competitors have had to battle uphill on many issues including local loop service intervals.  While the Commission should be applauded for recent decisions such as Decision CRTC 2001-217 (CRTC Creates New Quality of Service Indicators for Telephone Companies), more Commission action is required if local competition is to develop

The Competitors are seeking service intervals for unbundled loops, which are no greater than the intervals the ILECs provide to themselves, not an obscure manipulation by the ILECs of the general quality of service metrics. It is clear to the Competitors that given any latitude for interpretation, the ILECs have, and will continue to exploit such opportunities to the detriment of the Competitors. The Competitors submit that the ILECs have had more than enough time to develop and implement any required process or systems to support local competition and can no longer rely on this substantiation in response to poor service intervals currently being provided to the Competitors. Despite the Commission’s Letter Decision clearly mandating conformance to the Competitor’s request, the ILECs continue to fail to provide intervals as ordered.

Therefore the Competitors respectfully request that the Commission set forth clear and distinct mandated service intervals for each of the ILECs as follows;

· The Commission set standardized service intervals applicable to unbundled loop requests, which may include a quantity of up to 10 unbundled loops on a given order.

· The Commission establish service intervals for unbundled loops which are no greater than the unbundled local loop service intervals within which the ILECs provide the unbundled local loops to themselves. (not the service interval for retail services).

· The Commission establish that unbundled local loop service intervals be identical for both rural and urban loops.

· The Commission explicitly state that the unbundled local loop service intervals established include Day 0.

· The Commission set forth a standard service interval that is clear and definite for the delivery of a migrated unbundled local loop –Type A and B, including all sub-types. Competitors submit that the ILECs currently provision migrated unbundled local loops to themselves within 48 hours for both type A and B loops, including all sub-types.

· The Commission set forth a standard service interval, that is clear and definite for the delivery of a new unbundled local loop –Type A and B, including all sub-types. The Competitors submit that the ILECs currently provision new unbundled local loops to themselves within 5 days for all type A and B loops, including all sub-types

· That regardless of the method of order exchange, no CLEC is disadvantaged by receiving a longer service interval for unbundled loops than the interval the ILEC provides to itself

· That in the future, if the ILECs reduce any retail service intervals supported by loop types A and B, including any sub-types, that the intervals provided to the Competitors be reduced coincident with the changes to the retail service. Again, ensuring that the unbundled loop is provided to the Competitors within intervals no greater than the ILEC provides the loop to itself.

The Competitors submit that without the relief requested herein, the Competitors will remain at a significant disadvantage to the ILECs in providing services to end users, and this disadvantage will continue to frustrate competition in local exchange services. The Competitors further respectfully request that the Commission expedite its ruling in this matter, in consideration of the already lengthy and unsuccessful processes to date.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 18th APRIL 2001.

EXHIBIT A - Bell Canada

Local Migration Centre

Memo # 27

To:

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) and DSL Service Providers (DSLSPs)

Subject:
Service Intervals for Unbundled Local Loops

Date:

January 22, 2001

Effective February 1, 2001, Bell Canada is introducing a revised set of service intervals for the ordering of unbundled local loops to align with Bell's retail services.

Service Intervals

Bell Canada measures the number of days to provide retail voice service to meet a  performance standard of 90% or more orders completed within 5 working days of a customer's request for urban areas, and within 10 working days for rural areas.

Bell will apply the above approach to all valid requests it receives from CLECs and DSLSPs for new and migrated loop types A, A1, A2, and A3.  The attached table of unbundled loop service intervals reflects new provisioning timeframes to meet this service objective of 90% within 5 days.

Bell Canada's loop provisioning process will continue to support a single set of fixed service inter val objectives for both urban and rural loop requests.  It is expected that this will enable CLECs and DSLSPs to more appropriately manage sales and order processing activities with end customers.

As requests for a certain subset of loop types (A2 and A3) require significant additional effort, service intervals will be greater than 5 days.  Since these loop types represent only a limited proportion of loops supplied, the 90% service objective will nevertheless be attained.

The retail provisioning intervals for services associated with unbundled loop types A5, B, B1, and B2 are longer than 5 days.  Bell has ensured that the provisioning interval for these unbundled loop types is no greater than the equivalent retail services.

Due dates for larger-volume retail voice orders (i.e. greater than 10 lines) are generally set at 10 days for basic service, or assigned based on negotiations with the end customer for complex 

EXHIBIT A CONTINUED - Bell Canada

services.  CLECs and DSLSPs will benefit from the revised threshold (from 10+ to 11+) at which larger-volume loop order due dates become negotiable.

Data Exchange

Bell Canada will continue to accept and process local orders received either electronically or by FAX.  The attachment reflects the use of industry-standard electronic data exchange, and contains differentiated service intervals for orders received by FAX due to the additional processing and delays associated with such orders.

Loop Forecasts

The CISC Business Process Working Group has recently initiated a review of existing network planning requirements in order to revise the loop forecasting process based on industry experience.  Bell Canada is actively participating in this work and will implement any approved recommendations in the final industry consensus report.

In the meantime, Bell requires ongoing and accurate forecasts of loop requirements.  The accuracy of these forecasts has a direct bearing on the overall effectiveness of the unbundled loop provisioning process, and is essential to ensure adequate staffing and workload management by Bell Canada.

Please provide an updated forecast of your loop requirements by loop type per province immediately to the appropriate Bell Local Migration Centres.

We look forward to a smooth transition to the new set of service interval objectives.  For further information or clarification, please contact one of the Bell Local Migration Centres.

1. EXHIBIT A CONTINUED - Bell Canada

Attachment

SERVICE INTERVAL OBJECTIVES

UNBUNDLED LOOP TYPES A & B - New and Migration

Effective February 1, 2001

For CLECs and DSLSPs submitting requests via electronic file transfer

Loop Volume per PON


Loop Types
2. 

A, A1
A2, A3
A5, B, B1, B2
3. 
1 - 10
5 business days
7 business days
7 business days
4. 
11 or more
Project - interval to be negotiated
Project – interval to be negotiated
Project - interval to be negotiated
5. 
For CLECs and DSLSPs submitting requests via FAX

Loop Volume per PON
Loop Types
6. 

A, A1
A2, A3
A5, B, B1, B2
7. 
1 - 10
8 business days
8 business days
8 business days
8. 
11 or more
Project - interval to be negotiated
Project – interval to be negotiated
Project - interval to be negotiated
9. 
EXHIBIT B - ALIANT

To:

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers

Subject:
Service Intervals for Unbundled Local Loops Type A & B

Date:

January 26, 2001


In accordance with CRTC Letter Decision dated October 31, 2000, Aliant is revising the Service Intervals for Unbundled Local Loops type A & B.

Service Intervals

Aliant will endeavor to provide a consistent service interval across the four provinces for installation of loop types A & B.   A service interval of 5 working days will be provided within tthe 90% service objective. 

As requests for a certain subset of loop types (A2 and A3) require additional effort, service intervals may be greater than 5 days.  Since these loop types represent only a limited proportion of loops supplied, the 90% service objective should be attained.

Due dates for larger volume loop orders (i.e. greater than 10 loops) will use the existing intervals, or be assigned based on negotiations with the CLEC for complex services. 

Data Exchange

At this time Aliant will continue to accept and process local orders received either electronically or by FAX.  It is the intent to move quickly toward the use of industry-standard electronic data exchange, which should decrease errors and assist Aliant in meeting and maintaining the appropriate service levels.

Transition Plan

Aliant will start offering the 5-day service interval February 1st.  Due dates assigned from January 25th to January 31st will still be 10 days.  Since orders issued on Feb 1st will receive the same or a better due date than those issued from January 25th to January 31st, it is recommended that the CLECs  hold on the issuance of LSR’s prior to the February 1st date.  This will allow Aliant to finalize the internal processes associated with this change.  For LSRs already issued, or not held during the week of January 25th, Aliant will not accept a change to due dates. 

As a high rate of errors causes increased workload, there may be an impact on the service intervals related to the involved CLEC.  Aliant will be monitoring the errors and deal with the specific CLEC on a bilateral basis. 

EXHIBIT B CONTINUED - ALIANT 

Aliant looks forward to a smooth transition to the new set of service interval objectives.

Loop Forecasts

The CISC Business Process Working Group has recently initiated a review of existing network planning requirements in order to revise the loop forecasting process based on industry experience.  Aliant is actively participating in this work and will implement any approved recommendations in the final industry consensus report. 

In the meantime, Aliant requests an initial forecast as well as ongoing and accurate forecasts of loop requirements.   Please forward this information to your order processing staff.  

For further information or clarification, please contact (ACCOUNT MANGERS name and number)

EXHIBIT C -- TELUS 




TELUS 

Global Trading & Partner Solutions

24th Flr 411 1ST SE 

Calgary, AB

T2G 4Y5

To: Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) and DSL Service Providers (DSLSPs)

Subject: Service Intervals for New Unbundled Loops

 Effective February 1st, 2001, TELUS Communications Inc is revising the standard intervals for ordering new unbundled loops in accordance with the CRTC Decision BODI011A

Currently as outlined in the Quality of Service Indicators, TELUS measures the percentage of service requests completed within 5 working days in urban areas and within 10 working days in rural areas with a performance standard of 90% or more requests completed within the given timeframes. 

TELUS has undertaken process changes that will enable the provisioning of new unbundled loops in a manner that is equivalent to that in which TELUS provides to itself. Effective February 1st, 2001, TELUS will be assigning the next available due date to Local Service Request (LSR) unless otherwise stated by the ordering CLEC. Where possible TELUS will reduce the Local Service Confirmation (LSC) interval in order to provide appropriate notification to the CLEC. 

As requests for Loop Sub-Types requires additional work effort, longer service intervals may be required.  The Local Unbundling Group will respond with the applicable due date on the LSC. These dates will be not be longer than what is provided to a retail customer requesting the equivalent service. 

Large volume new unbundled loop order intervals will continue to be negotiated. 

As part of the CRTC Decision, revised and ongoing forecasts are required from each CLEC and DSLSP in order to ensure the overall provisioning process is effective and that the adequate level of staffing is in place to manage the workload.  Updated forecasts should be provided to your dedicated Sales Manager. 

Should you have any questions or require clarification, please contact the appropriate Service Office. 

EXHIBIT C CONTINUED-- TELUS
The following chart will outline the revised intervals dates and ordering processing changes.

Local Loops A and B 

Loop Type
General Notes
Interval
10. 
New Loop A – no Sub-Type
If no Customer Requested Due Date, CLEC should populate the Desired Due Date field (DDD) with the  current date and TELUS CSR will provide confirmed next available due date on LSC.

If Customer Requested Date is applicable, CLEC should enter applicable date in DDD field of LSR and add remark specifying requested due date. If requested date is less than next available date, TELUS will assign next available date (unless EXP field is populated).

If Expedited order Due Date is required, CLEC to enter applicable DDD and populate the EXP. If expedite can be met, LSC will confirm; otherwise next available date will be confirmed. 
Next Available Due Date 
11. 
New Loop A – with Sub-Type
Additional work is required on Sub-Loop Type - see Note 1
7 Business Days
12. 
New Loop B – with Sub-Type
Additional work is required on Sub-Loop Type - see Note 1 
7 Business Days
13. 
The service interval is calculated from the date that a correct and complete LSR has been received by TELUS. The day the LSR is received is considered Day 0. 

LSR’s received after 4:00 PM are considered as received on the next business day.

The above service intervals do not apply when engineering is required to modify an existing loop to meet certain specifications.

The service intervals are for urban areas within Alberta and British Columbia. All service intervals for rural areas for all Loop Types remains at within 10 Business Days.

Note 1: The Service Interval for confirming Loop A Sub Types and all Loop B’s is 72 hours (3 business days) if no Service Inquiry was issued prior to the firm order. If a Service Inquiry was received, the LSC Interval is 48 hours from the receipt of a firm order.

14. EXHIBIT D - MTS

"Effective January 22nd, 2001 MTS will book all unbundled loop

orders on a "next available" basis the same as MTS Retail orders. This is

being done to comply with the CRTC Decision of October 31st directing

"ILEC's to provide unbundled loops to CLEC's within service intervals no

greater than those within which they provide loops to themselves, at least

90 percent of the time"

        Implementation will start Jan 22nd with any order received January

22 being Day O per our current practice. Any orders received prior to Jan22

will follow the old intervals (10 days).

        Type A & B loops previously had a 10 day interval...they will now be

given the next available due date (no set interval applied).

        If your requested due date is equal to or greater than the next

available due date, MTS will confirm your requested date. If the requested

date is less than the next available due date, MTS will advise that the

requested date is not available and confirm the next available due date."

EXHIBIT E

This Exhibit is provided in confidence to the Commission. This information is considered to be confidential in nature to AXXENT. An Abridged version of this Position Paper has been provided for the public record.

AXXENT Customer Survey Results

1. This customer survey was conducted throughout the year 2000. 

2. The survey was conducted on AXXENT customers who either:

· Cancelled service with AXXENT before being converted from their existing LSP.

· Cancelled service with AXXENT after being converted to AXXENT local service.

3. In this survey, 56 customers completed the survey, with the following responses:

1.  Thinking back to when you switched to AXXENT, on a scale of 1 to 5 how would you rate the process that you had to go through to activate your services (1 being extremely easy and 5 being extremely difficult)?  
Extremely Easy (1 & 2 score)
XX
XX
15. 
Average (3 score)
XX
XX
16. 
Extremely Difficult (4 & 5 score)
XX
XX
17. 
 Customer Response Details:

· The majority of customers who scored in the “Extremely Difficult” category felt that it took too long for the initial connection of their lines.

2. On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you describe your overall satisfaction with AXXENT, while you were a customer (1 being extremely satisfied and 5 being extremely dissatisfied)? 
Extremely Satisfied (1 & 2 score)
XX
XX
18. 
Average (3 score)
XX
XX
19. 
Extremely Dissatisfied (4 & 5 score)
XX
XX
20. 
Customer Response Details:

· The majority of customers who scored in the “Extremely Dissatisfied” category felt …[omitted]

· Other comments were… too long for the initial connection of their service with AXXENT.

Summary

AXXENT wishes to clarify that no specific question regarding the service interval was asked of the respondents to this survey, but in response to both of the above questions posed during the survey, the customers themselves identified that the intervals offered for service connection were too long.
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