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INFORMATION REQUESTED BY

AT&T CANADA CORP. AND

AT&T CANADA TELECOM SERVICES COMPANY

Q.
In The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-503 PC, a Residential Service Quality Guarantee (RSQG) plan was proposed based, in part, on quality of service indicators established in Decisions 97‑16 and 2000-24: 

a) Provide the rationale for establishing the monthly penalty of $0.05 times the number of year-end residential NAS for the previous year.  Why would, for example, $0.25 per month not be more appropriate?

b) Included, as part of the RSQG, is a provision that the penalty could not exceed 1.5% of the annual revenues for basic exchange service for the previous year.  What rationale did the Companies use in determining the 1.5%?

c) The RSQG proposal outlines how penalties would be assessed.  In the example provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-503 PC, Indicator A was below standard for 5 months out of 12, Indicator B for 6 months out of 12, and Indicator C for 7 months out of 12.  The penalties payable for indicators A, B, and C were 0 months, 5 months and 7 months, respectively.  Provide rationale as to why an indicator, such as Indicator A, that was below standard 41% of the time would not be assessed penalties.

d) Do the Companies believe that an indicator that is below standard over 40% of the time demonstrates that adequate service quality is being provided to its customers?

e)
What mechanism would the Companies propose for including new indicators, or for changing standards, if approved by the Commission, after the RSQG plan were put in place? 

A.
Pursuant to the Commission's ruling dated 8 August 2001, the Companies are providing the following supplemental information to parts a) and d).
a)
In The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1503 PC, the Companies set out their rationale for establishing the potential amount of a service quality guarantee:

"Any service quality guarantee must balance the objective of, on the one hand, providing sufficient incentive to attain the quality standards with, on the other hand, the objective of ensuring that the penalty is not so large or punitive as to provide incentives for the Companies to overprovision the network and operational processes in an attempt to avoid the penalty.  Penalties that are too large would result in inefficient provisioning practices and effectively raise the de facto quality standard."

The Companies' proposed penalty of $0.05 per missed indicator per residential NAS satisfies this rationale.  Conversely, a penalty of $0.25, as suggested by AT&T, would be punitive and would provide incentives for the Companies to overprovision the network and operational processes in an attempt to avoid the penalty.


b) and c)



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

d)
The Companies believe that parameters underlying their proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee are such that adequate service quality to their customers will be ensured.  Furthermore, the Companies maintain their view, as expressed in paragraph 9-4 of their submission and as elaborated upon in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1501 PC, that "…in an increasingly competitive environment, it is in the Companies' best interests to provide customers with consistently high service quality".  For the reasons outlined in The Companies(ARCetal)26Jun01‑505 PC, the theoretical result identified in the question is highly unlikely to occur.  Indeed, analysis of the information in The Companies(ARCetal)26Jun01‑501 PC indicates that this is the case.


e)
Any change in the indicators or standards would constitute a change in the nature of the services provided and would therefore qualify for exogenous treatment.

