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Q.
Evidence of AT&T Canada, August 20, 2001, paragraph 1-13

(a) Provide examples of where "the level and quality of service provided by the ILECs to competitors is inferior to that provided to the ILECs' retail customers for like services."


(b)
Describe how the service, in the examples in (a) above, is inferior and the yardsticks used to measure the differences.

A.
Examples of where the level and quality of service provided by the ILECs to competitors is inferior to that provided to ILECs’ retail customers for like services include the following:

1. Service Delivery Intervals

The ability of a local service provider to deliver service quickly and on time is critical to achieving customer satisfaction.  The ILECs appreciate the importance that retail customers place on acquiring prompt service, and on a service provider being responsive to customer requests.  However, the ILECs do not extend retail level intervals to the competitors.  Instead, they have maintained unacceptably long service delivery intervals for years.  The CLECs ultimately brought the issue of long loop delivery intervals to the Commission. In a letter decision issued last year, the Commission recognized the tremendous competitive advantage that control over the loops brings to the ILECs:

In this case, the unbundled loop underlies the basic telephone service that ILECs and CLECs provide to customers to give them access to switched local voice and long distance services. Therefore, if ILECs provide loops to themselves in shorter time periods than they deliver them to CLECs, it means that they can deliver basic telephone service to customers faster than CLECs can. In the Commission's view, the result is a competitive advantage to the ILECs. The Commission is of the view that to achieve competitive neutrality in this respect, the service intervals provided by the ILECs to the CLECs must be no greater than those provided to themselves. 

To give effect to this conclusion, the Commission directs ILECs to provide unbundled loops to CLECs within service intervals no greater than those within which they provide loops to themselves, at least 90 percent of the time.

To date, AT&T Canada has seen no material reduction to ILEC intervals relating to confirmation, delivery, or repair of the unbundled loop.

Lengthy intervals also prevail with respect to the delivery of other ILEC services relied on by competitors.  In a recent example, AT&T Canada was provided an unacceptably long delivery interval for T1 data services from an ILEC’s carrier services group.  The reason cited by that ILEC was a facility shortage.  AT&T Canada sought to shorten the delivery interval by escalating the request. This escalation was unsuccessful.  A short time later the customer indicated that it was canceling the service request with AT&T Canada, as it had secured a more reasonable date from that same ILEC through its retail sales channel.  

With respect to order confirmations, an ILEC typically responds to customer requests within 1 business day.  Often, order confirmations with the ILEC’s retail customers is almost immediate.  When dealing with a competitor, however, the ILEC response time for service requests is normally in the range of 2 to 3 business days.  This undermines the competitor’s ability to confirm delivery dates for several dates, which impacts negatively on customer satisfaction.  The inferior service provided by the ILECs to competitors in this regard eliminates any chance the competitor has of providing service on a level playing field. 

2. Order Management

ILEC ordering processes exist with respect to services offered to retail customers and to competitors.  The ILEC will typically assist its retail customer by confirming the information provided in an order and then validating it to ensure prompt provisioning.  In AT&T Canada’s experience, the ILEC will use any discrepancy on a competitor’s order to reject the order and force the competitor to initiate the process once more, rather than clarify the discrepancy.  The rejection of an order can delay service delivery by several business days where as takes less than a minute to clarify an order.

3. Service Technicians

Retail business customers with sophisticated operations typically receive support from the ILECs for telecom functions, provisioning, and repair through skilled on-site or otherwise dedicated ILEC service technicians.  These technicians ensure that these retail customers receive a high level of response for urgent or essential work as well as trouble shooting and expedited maintenance.  The ILECs will provide enhanced service levels and shorter response times to these ILEC retail customers.  The service levels provided to AT&T Canada for either retail or essential services purchased through the ILECs’ respective carrier services groups are inferior as no equivalent level of service is available through technicians dedicated to sites or other means.

� CRTC Letter Decision re: CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee Dispute on ILEC Service Intervals Associated with the Provision of New Unbundled Loops (Type A & B), October 2000.





