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INFORMATION REQUESTED BY

GT GROUP TELECOM SERVICES CORP.
Q.
Refer to the description of the companies' proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee contained in Attachment 1 to the response to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑503 PC.  

a)
Regarding the circumstances in which a penalty would be imposed, the companies stated:

If the Company has not met the standard for a particular indicator for three consecutive months, then that indicator is said to be in a "penalty ready" state.  If the Company does not meet the standard in any one or more of the following three months, then a penalty will be assessed based upon all months in which the standard was missed.  If, however, the Company does meet the standard for the three consecutive months, then the indicator becomes "penalty free" and no penalty is assessed on the first three months in which the standard was missed.

Confirm that, under the companies' proposal, an ILEC could fail to meet the standard for six months out of 12 (e.g., January through March and July through September) and not have a penalty imposed.  

b)
The companies have proposed that the monthly penalty for each indicator is $0.05 times the number of year‑end residential NAS for the previous year and that the total annual penalty payable is considered to be the lesser of 1) the sum of the penalty amounts for each indicator, or 2) 1.5% of the annual revenues for residence basic exchange service for the previous year.  

i)
Describe in detail how the companies arrived at a) a monthly penalty for each indicator of $0.05, and b) cap on the total annual penalty payable of 1.5% of the annual revenues for residence basic exchange service for the previous year. 

ii)
Provide the rationale for the use of a cap of any kind on the total annual penalty payable.  Provide the companies' views, with justification, as to whether the presence of a cap reduces the incentive to maintain a high quality of service created by the proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee.  From a customer perspective, explain why customers should, in effect, receive at most a 1.5% rebate regardless of how poor the quality of service may be.

iii)
Indicate whether service level agreements signed with large customers typically embody a cap on any penalties/rebates for failure to meet agreed‑upon service levels.  If so, indicate whether the cap typically exceeds 1.5% of total contracted revenues.

iv)
Describe in detail any programs of which the companies may be aware, in U.S. regulatory jurisdictions, involving rebates or penalties for failure to meet quality of service standards.  Where possible, identify the decision, order, public notice, etc., establishing the program.

A.
Pursuant to the Commission's ruling dated 8 August 2001, the Companies are providing the following supplemental information for part b) iii).
a)
See The Companies(ARCetal)26Jun01‑505 PC.

b) i) and ii)

See The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1503 PC.

iii) The commitments made to large customers under service level agreements (SLAs) are not directly comparable to the incentive being provided under the Residential Service Quality Guarantee.  SLAs are generally entered into a guarantee that service quality meets a given standard for "mission critical" communications that are crucial to a large customer's operation.  The penalty rebates specified under SLAs are generally established based on the period during which the service or facility may have been unavailable or may not have met specific quality criteria.  Consistent with standard industry practice specific caps are not typically identified.  The range of services covered by an SLA may vary according to the application and the penalty under SLAs, calculated over the customer's entire service commitment may be substantially less than that provided in the Residential Service Quality Guarantee proposal.  The Companies further note that SLAs are negotiated with customers in a highly competitive environment but with a view to minimizing the Companies' exposure.  The Residential Service Quality Guarantee would be available to all residential service customers.

iv) See The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1504 PC for a discussion of the Verizon (Rhode Island) Quality of Service Plan.  In addition, the Companies are aware that the following price cap plans in the U.S. include service quality targets which may, or may not, be associated with a provision for penalties and/or rebates if such targets are not met:  Ameritech (Ohio), BellSouth (Louisiana), BellSouth (Mississippi), Cincinnati Bell (Ohio), Citizens Telecom (West Virginia), Frontier Telephone of Rochester (New York), Qwest (Colorado), Qwest (Minnesota), Southern New England Telephone (Connecticut), Taconic Telephone (New York), Verizon (Maine), and Verizon (Vermont).

