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________________________________________________________________

Background

Business Process Working Group (BPWG) Task BPTF0011 addresses the review of service interval objectives originally developed and documented in a series of 1998 consensus reports of the Ordering & Billing Sub-Working Group (OBSWG).

The BPWG's July 1999 dispute on unbundled loop service intervals was adjudicated by the CRTC in a letter decision of Oct. 31, 2000.  In compliance with the Commission's directives, the ILECs introduced a set of procedural and service interval changes in late January 2001.  At the resumption of discussions of the BPWG's Service Interval Task Team on Feb. 16, 2001, CLEC participants presented contribution BPCO023a to provide feedback on the ILEC changes. A joint response by the ILECs was provided on March 16, 2001 and mediation occurred on March 30, 2001.  

During the mediation of March 30, 2001, the parties agreed:

· That BPDI004 and BPDI005 were, in substance, the same disputed issue. AT&T agreed to withdraw BPDI005.

· A reference to a revision to the LSC intervals contained in TELUS’ Service Interval Policy was determined to be a typographical error, and as such there is no change to the current LSC intervals in TELUS territory.

· In response to the points itemized a) through e) of Dispute 004;

· Items b) and c), have been resolved – TELUS and MTS have indicated their agreement to provide a Standard Interval Offering in their respective territories- notification was received by the interested parties by electronic mail dated April 4, 2001.

· Item e) was addressed with no further action required.

TELUS Position:

On April 5th the CLECs issued a further Dispute, BPDI004a, expressing the view that although TELUS has indicated its agreement to provide a Standard Interval Offering (5 days) in its territory, it has yet not met the directive contained in the Commission’s Letter Decision of October 31, 2000, that being, “to provide unbundled loops within service intervals no greater than those within which they provide loops to themselves, at least 90% of the time”.

The factual evidence is as follows. TELUS has agreed to implement a Standard Service Interval Process and to provide CLECs with new unbundled loops on the 5th day after receiving their order. As evidenced by TELUS’ Quality of Service Indicator 1.1
, TELUS strives to provide retail customers with a service interval of 5 working days or less in urban areas and 10 working days or less in rural areas.

Given the factual evidence, TELUS assumes that the CLEC’s claim that TELUS has yet not complied with the Commission’s directive of October 31, 2001, relates to a recommendation contained in Contribution BPCO023a (dated February 16, 2001,).  In this Contribution the CLECs make the erroneous assumption that “Since it is clear that the activities included for a migration order are not as numerous or onerous as that of a new installation, it can be reasonably deduced that a migration order is provisioned in less time.”
 The CLECs then recommend that “For all Migration loop installation requests A&B, A&B sub-types, a standard service interval of 3 days or less (possible expedite) be applied, for all Urban and Rural areas.”

.
TELUS submits that the current process for migrating unbundled loops has been carefully constructed with the objective of ensuring the necessary balance between completing the migration quickly and minimizing the service disruption to the (CLEC’s) end user. Reduced intervals would not allow sufficient time to initiate and execute the necessary activities associated with modifying or removing the customer’s existing service, thus potentially jeopardizing the quality of the customer’s service 
One can not simply migrate the unbundled loop without determining the necessary order activity required to migrate the customer. That is, migrating the customer involves considering more than simply the migration of the loop. The service intervals associated with migration of local loops must take into consideration the time required to unbundle and/or disconnect the end customer’s existing service(s). Migration orders generally have related retail order activity which must be coordinated with the unbundled loop orders to minimize customer service outage or other related impacts.. This activity may include, but is not limited to, programming changes, translations work and trunk/circuit reconfiguration for complex orders. With complex order requests there is still a level of manual intervention required for order management, facility assignment and network activation. 

This coordination activity adds a level of complexity that does not exist in the current environment in which TELUS provides bundled service to an end user. 

TELUS submits that the current service intervals for loop migration reflect the optimum balance between speed and quality of customer service and that to shorten the service interval would negatively impact service quality. 
TELUS further submits that even if it were possible to implement the CLEC’s request, such action is certainly beyond the scope of the current examination.  TELUS notes that Dispute BPDI011a dealt with requests for new loops, and not with loop migration, indeed, the title of the dispute was Service Intervals – New Loop Requests.  Accordingly, the Commission’s Letter Decision of October 31, 2001, which is titled Commission Decision Regarding CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee Dispute on ILEC Service Intervals associated with the Provision of New Unbundled Loops (Type A&B) (BODI011a), instructed ILECs to meet the same provisioning intervals for CLECs as those which they strive to meet with respect to retail customers. 

TELUS further submits that it has not only complied with the Commission’s directive contained in the Letter Decision of October 31, 2001, but it has exceeded its mandate by implementing a Standard Service Interval Process for providing new loops to CLECs.
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