May 8, 2000

Ms. Ursula Menke

Secretary General

Canadian Radio-television and

   Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Menke:

Subject:
Decision 2000-24, Final Standards for Quality of Service Indicators for Use in Telephone Company Regulation and Other Related Matters

1. Call-Net Enterprises Inc. (“Call-Net”) is in receipt of a letter dated April 19, 2000 from Bell Canada, Island Telecom Inc., Maritime Tel & Tel Limited, MTS Communications Inc., NBTel Inc. and NewTel Communications Inc. (collectively, “The Companies”) addressing the requirements set out by the Commission at paragraph 42 of Decision CRTC 2000-24.  Call-Net has reviewed the Companies’ proposal and submits the following comments.

2. Call-Net notes that in Decision CRTC 2000-24, the Commission required the Companies to include quarterly quality of service indicators for reporting compliance of intervals and standards negotiated in CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee (“CISC”) and approved by the Commission.  Call-Net strongly supports the position that these critical service intervals and standards must be monitored in order to assess whether the Companies are meeting their CISC commitments.  Adherence to these intervals and standards are critical to the success of Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (“CLECs”) and any failure to meet these commitments jeopardizes the viability of local competition.

3. In their letter, the Companies have concluded that four indicators might be considered for their quality of service reports.  Call-Net submits that all of these indicators are essential, but require some modifications.  In addition, Call-Net is of the view that several other indicators are required.  The discussion of each indicator is set out below.

Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met

4. This indicator measures the provisioning interval for the migration of unbundled loop orders from an Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”) to a CLEC. The Companies are proposing to measure the percentage of time that the agreed upon due dates for the provisioning of new or migrated unbundled local loop (types A and B) orders are met.  Call-Net submits that this proposal is insufficient and requires some modification.  

5. First, since the type of service request (new service or migration) may have different service interval times, all order types require separate tracking to facilitate the identification of problem areas.  Second, the interval times for loop type should be reported separately since each has a CISC established interval and therefore requires comparison to the target.  Third, in addition to the measurement of the percentage of due dates met, the average provisioning time for the agreed upon migration date should also be measured and reported. This additional information is required to compare the actual provisioning times to the service intervals established by CISC.  In Call-Net’s experience, the agreed upon due date is often an ILEC imposed due date and a measurement of whether the average interval time meets the CISC established interval is thus required.

LNP Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met

Interconnection Trunk Order Service Interval Met
6. These indicators measure the service interval for the porting of ILEC telephone numbers and the provisioning of bill and keep interconnection trunks. The Companies propose to measure the percentage of time that the agreed upon due date for implementation is met.  

7. Call-Net submits that in addition to the above, the measurement of the average provisioning time is also required to allow comparison to the CISC Ordering and Billing Sub-Working Group established intervals.  This will allow the industry to determine if the guidelines are met.

Unbundled Loop Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours

8. This indicator will measure the percentage of time that the CLECs’ initial unbundled loop trouble reports cleared within 24 hours are met as per the CISC Network Operations Working Group established repair interval.

9. The Companies stated in their proposal that:

…information in relation to repair intervals regarding facilities provided to competitors is already included in existing Indicator 2.1 – Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours.  The Companies therefore submit that unbundled loop repair intervals should not be subject to new quality of service reporting requirements.

Call-Net disagrees with the Companies’ view that a new quality of service requirement for competitors should not be implemented.

10. In order to confirm that the actual quality of service performance vis-a-vis competitors complies with the standards established in CISC and approved by the Commission, a separate indicator for trouble reports cleared within 24 hours is required. Without, a separate indicator, the reports cleared for CLECs cannot be discerned from those for other customers.  Therefore, comparison to the CISC established benchmark is not possible.

Degraded Troubles Cleared Within 48 Hours

11. This indicator would measure percentage of the degraded troubles cleared within 48 hours of notification with a proposed standard of 90%. This metric would permit the ILECs responsiveness to degraded troubles to be monitored by reporting the percentage of degraded troubles cleared.

12. Call-Net submits that this indicator is necessary for the same reasons that the Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours indicator is required; that is, in order to confirm that the actual quality of service performance vis-à-vis competitors is in compliance with the standards established by CISC.  Further, Call-Net submits that if the Unbundled Trouble Reports Cleared Within 24 Hours is reported, it would only logically follow that the Degraded Troubles Cleared within 48 Hours should also be reported.

Rate of Reject of LSRs

13. This indicator would measure the LSR rejection rate; that is, the percentage of LSRs submitted by CLECs that are returned due to errors perceived by the ILECs.  This measurement would indicate any biases by certain ILECs in rejecting LSRs.

14. The need for this indicator is based on Call-Net’s own experience to date with rejection rates for LSRs.  Call-Net employs the same local provisioners and same internal systems for all its local markets.  However, Call-Net has found that the LSR reject rate varies wildly among markets.  For example, in one ILEC territory the reject rate is 70%, while in another ILEC territory the reject rate is only 16%.  Call-Net can only conclude that some ILEC’s ability and/or willingness to act in good faith in the processing of LSRs is uncertain.  In Call-Net’s view, such discrepancies will be minimized if such indicators are reported to the Commission.

LSR 48-Hour Turnaround Time

15. This indicator would measure the LSR 48-Hour turnaround time.  The indicator could measure either the percent of time that the 48-hour turnaround time is met in response to LSRs submitted by CLECs; or the average turnaround time.

16. Call-Net submits that this indicator is important for assessing the responsiveness of ILECs to CLEC local service requests.  A percentage of 48-hour turnaround time met that is greater than 90% would indicate that the ILECs are responding in an acceptable manner.  A value of less than 90% would indicate otherwise.

Completion Notifications Received

17. This indicator would measure the percentage of completion notifications received by the CLEC from the ILEC, notifying the CLEC that the local service migration or completion of new service is complete at the ILEC end.  

18. Call-Net submits that this notification is important to ensure that the migration of a customer to a CLEC is as smooth as possible without service interruption.  The percentage of notifications received should be greater than 90% to indicate the ILEC is properly informing the CLEC of the completion of any required work.

Firm Order Commitment (FOC) Met

19. This indicator would measure the percentage of firm order commitments for each type of order that the ILEC met.  When both the CLEC and the ILEC agree to a date for the completion of a local service request, it should be met 90% of the time.

20. Call-Net submits that this indicator is necessary in order to monitor the ILEC’s commitment to the orders that it takes from a CLEC. 

Conclusion

21. Call-Net submits that the four indicators proposed by the Companies, with modification, are necessary in order to measure the service quality of bottleneck services offered to CLECs.  In addition, several other indicators are required.  Without such reporting, competition in the local services market may be negatively affected.

22. While the Companies point out that there already is a well-established complaint process that can be used by any carrier if it is felt that service issues require attention, Call-Net submits, that having the above measurements in place will assist in quickly resolving any such dispute or concern.

Yours truly,

Jean Brazeau

Senior Vice President of Regulatory and Government Affairs

cc:
The Companies
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