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26 April 2001

Ms. Ursula Menke
Secretary General 

Canadian Radio‑television and

  Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Menke:

Subject:
Public Notice CRTC 2000‑175:  Monitoring the Canadian telecommunications industry – Reply Comments

 AUTONUM 
Pursuant to the procedures set out by the Commission in Public Notice 2000‑175, the attached reply comments are being filed on behalf of Aliant Telecom Inc., Bell Canada, MTS Communications Inc., Saskatchewan Telecommunications and Télébec ltée (collectively, the Companies).

 AUTONUM 
A machine‑readable file copy of the submission is being provided to the Commission via Internet email.

Yours truly,
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1.0
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.
In order to assess the state of competition in Canada, the Commission should rely upon the principles that it has developed to analyze market competitiveness as set out in Decision 94‑19, Review of Regulatory Framework.  To achieve this end, the Commission should employ the collection of some key quantitative data supplemented with a qualitative assessment of other factors.  Together they will provide an overview of the current state and future potential of competitive markets. 

2.
The conditions noted by the Commission in Decision 94‑19 that are appropriate to review include the following:


i)
Demand conditions such as economically feasible substitutes and the costs of changing suppliers;


ii)
Supply conditions such as the ease of rivals to expand output in response to non‑transitory price increases, the likelihood of entry and the nature of any barriers that may prevent such entry;


iii)
Evidence of rivalrous behavior;


iv)
The nature of innovation and technological change;


v)
Poised or potential competition and whether entry is likely to occur and become effective within a reasonable period of time; and


vi)
Market share data as a partial measure of an incumbent's market power.

 AUTONUM 
However, when assessing which information to study, the Commission should be guided by the following principles to ensure that the monitoring process is efficient and productive:

i) Collect only information that is relevant to effectively assess the state of competition and the deployment of broadband infrastructure;

ii) Where possible, rely upon publicly available information and data made available for other purposes, such as:

a)
data filed in other regulatory proceedings or pursuant to other regulatory requirements; and

b)
information compiled by other agencies;

iii) Ensure that the data requirements are kept to a minimum so that requests do not require an unreasonable quantity of resources to gather and study the data; 

iv) Rely upon qualitative assessments where quantitative ones are inappropriate or impractical; and

v) Ensure that confidential data collected is protected from public disclosure, and that results are reported on a basis that is sufficiently aggregated so as to protect the confidentiality of the data.

 AUTONUM 
The list of product/service segments identified in the Lemay-Yates Report (the Background Report) is large and unwieldy and does not aggregate markets into the key industry segments.  Although there may be some overlap between markets, there are six telecommunications markets that should be studied, since they represent an overall perspective of the key markets:  


i)
Local services;


ii)
Payphone services;


iii)
Long distance services;


iv)
Private line and data networks;


v)
Internet access and related services; and


vi)
Wireless services.

 AUTONUM 
In Decision 94‑19, the Commission recognized that market share is only one factor that could be analyzed in assessing the state of competition in any market.  Many other market conditions need to be factored in before arriving at a conclusion regarding the state of competition.  To the extent that such data are useful, market share can be measured using the units of demand in the market or alternatively, by using revenues generated in the market.  In either case, it will be essential to clearly define how the data are assembled to ensure consistency of reporting.

 AUTONUM 
The following demand‑based measures would be useful to collect from telecommunications service providers (TSPs): 

i)
Total number of residential and business local network access services provided as of the last day of the reporting period for each of the geographic areas defined - large urban areas, other urban areas and rural areas;

ii)
Total number of payphones in place as of the last day of the reporting period for each of the geographic areas defined - large urban areas, other urban areas and rural areas;

iii)
Total number of minutes of long distance carried for the reporting period;

iv)
Total number of dial‑up and high‑speed subscriptions for Internet access as of the last day of the reporting period for each of the geographic areas defined - large urban areas, other urban areas and rural areas; and

v) Total operational wireless telephone numbers in place as of the last day of the reporting period for each of the geographic areas defined - large urban areas, other urban areas and rural areas.

 AUTONUM 
To supplement this data, it would be useful for the Commission to request reports of network capacity available on national and international routes in the form of network schematics, including lit and dark fibre routes.  Such information would provide an overview of the deployment of national networks and provide an indication of overall capacity for growth.

 AUTONUM 
Although the presence or absence of the appropriate safeguards and mechanisms can be broadly evaluated by the Commission, the incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) can also provide data with respect to the availability of key components that the Commission has determined should be provided by an ILEC to allow competitive entry.  This could be accomplished by requiring them to report, on an exception basis, where a component has been requested by a competitor but has not been made available pursuant to regulatory requirements.  This would be a very efficient way to collect information regarding components that represent the means to allow potential competitors to enter the market and that facilitate ongoing competitive market development.

 AUTONUM 
With respect to other demand and supply conditions of the marketplace, noted in paragraph 2 above, the Commission should ask reporting TSPs to comment on their assessment of these conditions for each market, to supplement other information and data that the Commission has access to or collects from other sources.  Such qualitative assessments of the state of competition should include the following information:

i) An overview of the TSPs activities in relation to geographic coverage and product portfolio;

ii) An assessment of the trends of prices for each market covered;

iii) Changes in product lines since the last reporting period; and

iv) The number of customers that can be served in each market.

 AUTONUM 
In assessing the information collected, the Commission should be mindful that some markets may develop more slowly owing to factors beyond the Commission's control.  This may be symptomatic of the longer time required to put in place appropriate infrastructure and services to allow for sustainable competition, or the general state of the economy which may influence the demand for telecommunications services.

 AUTONUM 
In fulfilling the mandate given it in Order in Council 2000‑1053, 26 June 2000 (the Order in Council), the Commission has a difficult task before it.  First, it must determine that the information that should be collected from the industry passes a twofold test.  This test would be that the information 1) is unambiguously indicative of the state of competition and 2) does not impose an unwarranted burden on industry participants.  All parties have made suggestions in this regard, many of which do not pass this test.  The Companies trust that their suggestions are helpful in this regard.

 AUTONUM 
Second, the Commission must compile the information in such a way that it properly portrays the status of competition while at the same time respecting the need to not disclose confidential information.

 AUTONUM 
Third, the Commission must be mindful that it is the state of competition and not the financial health of particular competitors that is the object of the Commission's assessment.  As many witnesses in past proceedings have cautioned, the competitive process by its very nature is an unpredictable and tumultuous one.  Business failures and industry consolidation will most certainly occur in competitive markets, and those experiencing difficulty will inevitably seek redress in the regulatory arena.  This does not necessarily mean that regulatory change is required or appropriate.

2.0
INTRODUCTION

 AUTONUM 
Pursuant to the procedures set out by the Commission in its letter of 2 March 2001 regarding Public Notice 2000‑175, these reply comments are being filed on behalf of Aliant Telecom Inc., Bell Canada, MTS Communications Inc., Saskatchewan Telecommunications and Télébec ltée (collectively, the Companies), without prejudice to the further participation of each of the Companies in this proceeding.  Below, the Companies provide their responses to the issues raised in this proceeding.

 AUTONUM 
Public Notice 2000‑175 provided for consultation with the telecommunications industry and other interested parties to determine the information needed to monitor effectively the state of competition in the telecommunications industry in Canada.  The public notice noted that the information collected will be used to assist the Commission to fulfill the requirements under the Order in Council.  The Order in Council requires the Commission to submit a report to the Governor in Council, once in each year for the next five years, assessing, among other things:


i)
The status of competition in Canadian telecommunications markets; and


ii)
The deployment and accessibility of advanced telecommunications infrastructure and services in urban and rural areas in all regions of Canada.

 AUTONUM 
The Commission has received input from industry participants and consumer interest groups in the form of oral testimony on 18 April 2001 and in the form of written comments.  These reply comments address aspects of the Background Report as well as other matters of interest in this proceeding.  

 AUTONUM 
Although there are differences in some of the points of view expressed by interested parties, there are also many areas where there appears to be widespread agreement.  These include the following:

i) The conditions set out in Decision 94‑19 for assessing the competitiveness of a market are the pertinent conditions for the Commission's assessment of the state of competition;

ii) The Commission should gather only the data that are necessary to the assessment of the state of competition and the deployment of broadband infrastructure;

iii) The Commission should rely on data, where available, that are already collected by the Commission and others; and

iv) The National Broadband Task Force is considering models that would support the deployment of broadband infrastructure to more rural and remote communities that may not be serviced by 2004.  The Commission should take into account this initiative in evaluating the deployment of broadband infrastructure, rather than duplicate the gathering of data for monitoring and analysis. 
 AUTONUM 
In light of the widespread agreement with respect to the aforementioned issues, these reply comments will focus on those matters where there is a difference of opinion among parties and on other items raised in the Background Report.  The Companies also outline the types of data collection that would be appropriate for the Commission to undertake in order to carry out its mandate to assess the state of competition and the deployment of broadband infrastructure in Canada.

3.0
COMMENTS ON THE BACKGROUND REPORT
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report provides a broad overview of information that could be monitored and the mechanisms that could be employed to gather data.  The Background Report has been used to stimulate discussion among the interested parties.  The Companies support some of the monitoring parameters identified in the Background Report and these are reflected in the recommendations made in the Companies' comments of 12 April 2001 and are summarized in section 1.0 herein.

 AUTONUM 
With respect to some of the parameters identified by Lemay‑Yates, the Companies provide their comments below.

3.1
Price Competition
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report suggests that a mechanism could be developed to measure consumer surplus that could be used as an indicator from year to year of the development of competition.  In this regard, Lemay‑Yates characterizes the value of price reductions in a market, given demand levels in that market, as consumer surplus.  As TELUS has pointed out in its 17 April 2001 submission
, consumer surplus is a more complicated phenomenon, and the Companies agree with TELUS that the Commission should not attempt to create a consumer surplus index.


 AUTONUM 
Further, drawing conclusions on the state of competition from the movement of prices can be dangerous.  For instance, ever‑decreasing prices can in some cases be indicative of the rivalrous behaviour in a market.  However, the absence of declining prices should not be 

interpreted as an unfavourable indicator of competition.  In fact, in a market where prices are below costs, price increases are a key component of making competition in that market a reality.  Additionally in cases where competition has resulted in very significant price decreases and declining industry margins, as has been the case in the long distance and wireless markets, a period of relatively stable pricing should be interpreted as a positive development regarding the state of competition, not a negative one.

 AUTONUM 
The Companies suggest that a useful approach to pricing analysis would be a qualitative assessment of the pricing trends of various services since the introduction of competition and the factors that may explain these trends.  This should be supplemented by an assessment of innovative products, pricing packages and technologies.  Reports from TSPs including an overview of changes in product lines and pricing trends for products in the six key markets identified by the Companies would provide relevant information to the Commission for this purpose.
3.2
Quality of Competitive Offer
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report suggests that measuring quality of service might be useful since it can be reflective of competitive market share and hence might provide information on the state of the industry in general.  Action Réseau Consommateur, in its comments dated 18 April 2001, suggests that assessing the quality of services would provide valuable evidence for the need to improve service.

 AUTONUM 
Monitoring consumer service quality provides little value when measuring the state of competition in a market.  Differing levels of quality do not provide an indication of the state of competition, nor is it appropriate for the Commission to attempt to influence or mandate the level of retail service offered by service providers in a competitive marketplace. 

 AUTONUM 
In this respect, the Companies agree with TELUS:

"Consumers accept differing levels of quality and service at different prices for a variety of reasons.  The relative behavior of market participants and the response of consumers will establish acceptable quality levels in the industry for those elements of execution that consumers care about, relative to price, for each product and service ‑ and this dynamic will continue to evolve over time.  Monitoring the quality of competitor services, even if it can be measured, will provide only a snapshot of the evolution of quality in the market.  This information will be of little, if any, value to the Commission in fulfilling its mandate."

 AUTONUM 
With regard to wholesale services provided to competitors, the Commission has recently taken steps to monitor the provision of such services.
  The Commission has also asked working groups of the CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee to recommend intervals for specific competitor service indicators.  This mechanism, now being implemented to monitor these services, can be used by the Commission on an ongoing basis to assess the level of service provided by ILECs to their competitors.

3.3
Ease of Entry, Use of Unbundled and Wholesale Facilities and Services
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report suggests that ease of entry into a market is a factor affecting the state of competition.  The report also suggests that a means of measuring ease of entry would be to survey service providers.  The Companies disagree with this latter suggestion since it is unlikely to provide reliable results.  It is not reasonable to expect that new competitors would report that entry has been easy, even if the appropriate framework is in place to facilitate their entry and they face no significant barriers to entry.  The Commission 

has put in place a framework to facilitate competitive entry and continues to monitor this framework to ensure that it remains appropriate.  Reliance should continue to be placed upon this process to assess matters associated with ease of entry.  At the same time the Commission can continue to measure the number of entrants in a market and the services that they offer.

 AUTONUM 
The Background Report also suggests that one indicator of competition would be to measure the use of unbundled facilities and wholesale services to determine if the take rate has been vigorous.  Presumably, it is assumed that a large take rate of unbundled elements implies greater competition than a smaller number.  In fact, the opposite may be true.  For instance, market entry may be more easily achieved in a competitor's initial plans by employing, on a resale basis, the unbundled and wholesale services of an incumbent.  As the competitor grows, it may then rely more heavily on its own facilities.  In the latter case, there would be less reliance on unbundled facilities and wholesale services, but it would clearly be wrong to conclude that competition is less intense.  This measure, therefore, is ambiguous as regards the state of competition and, accordingly, should be avoided.
3.4
Availability of Capital
 AUTONUM 
The availability of capital is an important consideration to facilitate new investments in property, plant and equipment.  Such is true for any competitor entering any new market, just as it is for existing competitors wishing to grow in that market.  However, the availability of capital is heavily dependent upon the state of capital markets at any point of time.  For example, over the past few years, large amounts of venture capital dollars have been provided to high technology firms including TSPs, to allow them to enter new markets, build networks and develop new services.  However, it is widely recognized that the ready availability of capital can tighten at any time because of widespread economic conditions that have nothing to do with the state of competition in a given market.  As confirmed by Nortel Networks in its most recent financial report, this is the case as of the date of these comments:

"The lack of available funding from the capital markets, high debt levels at many service providers and the compounding effect of the U.S. economic downturn and its impact on other regions will continue to constrain capital 

spending by service providers," [John] Roth said. "We only expect a meaningful rebound in capital spending following a period of industry rationalization and an improved economic environment."

 AUTONUM 
Accordingly, an assessment of the state of capital markets may be useful in explaining certain events in the current marketplace, but not particularly helpful in predicting the longer term potential for competition. 

3.5
Industry Profitability
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report suggests that a key indicator of the health of the industry and the state of competition is the degree to which the participants in the industry are financially healthy.  

 AUTONUM 
AT&T Canada (AT&T) and Call‑Net Enterprises Inc. urge the Commission to pay special attention to the financial health of the industry.  For example, AT&T states:

"In order for the Commission to assess the viability of service providers and the state of competition the monitoring must provide a comprehensive view of the financial performance of the overall industry and each participant."

 AUTONUM 
In the Companies' view, such a measure says little about the state of competition or whether the regulatory regime in place is appropriate.  Indeed, such a measure could be misleading.

 AUTONUM 
There are many factors that affect a service provider's financial health and many of these factors cannot be said to be indicative of the state of competition.  These include:

i) Strategic business decisions that it has made;
ii) Its product and pricing decisions;
iii) Its position on its growth curve;
iv) Access to capital markets;
v) The availability of funding from affiliate/parent companies;
vi) Accounting treatment of expenditures;

vii) General economic conditions; and

viii) Productivity improvements.

 AUTONUM 
The financial health of competitors may say more about the current state of capital markets or economic factors than about the state of competition.  For example, in a recent article in Telemanagement
, telecommunications consultant Ian Angus describes the worldwide "financial crunch and capacity glut" that is causing considerable shake‑up in the telecommunications markets around the world, resulting in business failures and consolidation.  None of this is attributed to an unhealthy competitive or regulatory environment.  In fact, business failures and consolidations are inevitable by‑products of competitive market forces.  Moreover, as the Canadian wireless industry has consistently proven, an industry can, even over a considerable period of time, be both unprofitable and highly competitive.

 AUTONUM 
It is difficult to make useful comparisons or draw conclusions based on the financial statements of competitors.  While such information may be required by the Competition Bureau to respond to a specific allegation or complaint, it is not generally regarded as a useful overall measure of the state of competitiveness in an industry.

 AUTONUM 
Further, it has not been a significant factor in some other countries' assessments of their telecommunications markets.  For example, in the Draft Guidelines on Market Analysis and the Calculation of Significant Market Power produced by the Commission of the European Communities,
 neither the financial health of industry participants nor the profitability of services or the industry make up part of the analysis to determine significant market power.  

Similarly, the Index of Competitive Development designed by Teligen Ltd.
, does not place emphasis on financial indicators, since it includes, with a low weighting, only the overall profitability of incumbents.

3.6
Well Informed Consumers, Availability of Information and Customer Satisfaction

 AUTONUM 
The Background Report suggests that the Commission should measure consumer awareness of competitive alternatives as a complement to market share information.  This measure cannot be instructive regarding the state of competition.  
 AUTONUM 
Further, there has also been a suggestion from the Consumers' Association of Canada/BCOAPO that information on competitive offerings be collected for the purpose of providing it to consumers:

"We also believe that this may be an opportunity to address the idea of delivering information requirements in the public domain on a web‑based format.  This may require the identification of information that will be useful to consumers in making their telecom choices and may assist in the advancement of the competitive market."

 AUTONUM 
In any competitive market, a consumer's awareness of products and services is an element that is appropriately monitored by service providers as part of each service provider's business plan to reach customers and attract new business.  Consumers will be aware of competitive offerings to the extent that competitors wish that to be the case.  It is neither necessary nor appropriate for a regulator to attempt to collect such information for the suggested purpose.

 AUTONUM 
With respect to customer satisfaction, a survey – if properly defined – will simply measure whether customers are satisfied or not.  One can imagine, for instance, two scenarios.  In the first, there are three very active and aggressive competitors in the market, each serving one third of the market, and each delighting its customers.  In the second scenario, two competitors provide terrible service and terrible price levels while the third provides excellent service, and consequently serves almost all consumers.  In both cases, a consumer satisfaction survey would show that customers are generally very satisfied, but the state of competition, strong in the first scenario and precarious in the second, is clearly not the same. 

3.7
Performance of Universal Service Obligations
 AUTONUM 
Lemay‑Yates suggests that the performance of universal service obligations could be measured, and that a new measure of universal service in the context of broadband access may be needed.  The Companies do not agree that the performance of universal service obligations is an appropriate parameter that should be monitored.  Extensive monitoring of basic service objectives is already carried out by the Commission through existing regulatory mechanisms, such as the submissions of service improvement plans designed to measure the availability of basic service provided by ILECs.  

 AUTONUM 
In this respect, the Companies agree with TELUS:

"TELUS proposes that no additional measures are necessary to monitor universal service obligations.  This information can be discerned from penetration rates, network and service rollouts and quality of service indicators already provided by the ILECs.  Furthermore, TELUS considers that the Lemay‑Yates suggestion that the basic service definition be redefined to include broadband access is well beyond the scope of this proceeding.  A much more thorough examination through a public process would be required before a new standard for universal service could be adopted."

3.8
Absence of Collusion and Anti‑Competitive Behaviour
 AUTONUM 
The Background Report notes that a healthy competitive market means the absence of collusion and anti‑competitive behaviour, and suggests measuring the conduct of industry players.  In the Companies' view, mechanisms are already available through the regulatory process and through other government agencies, such as the Competition Bureau, to bring forth allegations regarding anti‑competitive behaviour and collusion.  Any attempt to find a means to measure such behaviour, if it exists, would not be feasible and, indeed, would not be meaningful.
4.0
OTHER MATTERS RAISED BY INTERESTED PARTIES 

4.1
Confidentiality of Data
 AUTONUM 
Many parties to this proceeding, including Futureway Communications Inc., Telesat Canada, TELUS Corporation and Primus Telecommunications Canada Inc., have recognized that confidential information should not be released publicly in the Commission's monitoring reports.

 AUTONUM 
Confidential information can be protected by aggregating it to such a level so as not to release company specific information.  It is still unclear at this time what information TSPs will be asked to provide and what the Commission will include in its monitoring report.  Therefore, it is difficult to give advice on how to ensure that confidential information would not be disclosed.  To assist in this regard, the Companies recommend that, prior to submitting its monitoring report, the Commission first produce a template of the report and invite comments from parties regarding the best way to protect confidential information.

4.2
Assessing the Affordability of Services
 AUTONUM 
The Action Réseau Consommateur
 has suggested that the monitoring initiative be used to assess the affordability of telecommunications for Canadians by taking into account the ability of all consumers to pay for telecommunications services.

 AUTONUM 
The Companies disagree.  The Commission already has in place mechanisms to monitor penetration rates and the affordability of basic services and considers affordability when it reviews basic service rate changes proposed by ILECs.  These are the appropriate mechanisms to assess affordability matters. 


4.3
Prices Paid to ILECs for Essential and Near‑Essential Services
 AUTONUM 
AT&T in its comments of 17 April 2001 suggests that the prices that competitors pay ILECs should be monitored to determine if they represent a barrier to entry:

"This data should include the prices competitors pay the incumbent for essential, 'near essential', competitor and other services that competitive service providers rely, in large part, or exclusively on the incumbent to provide.  The prices for these services should be analyzed in relation to the retail prices for services in the market segments in which there is competition."

 AUTONUM 
Essential and near‑essential services are available to competitors pursuant to Commission directives.  Prices for essential and near‑essential facilities do not need to be further monitored, since they are regulated by the Commission and subject to well‑defined pricing constraints. 
4.4
An Index of Competitive Development
 AUTONUM 
A report prepared for the European Commission by Teligen Ltd. entitled, Study on Market Entry Issues in EU Telecommunications Markets After 1 January 1998, has been 

provided to the Commission.  This report outlines what is characterized as a methodology for assessing the state of competition in a country.  Teligen proposes the creation of an "Index of Competitive Development".  This index is a weighted sum of 6 sector specific scores that are, in turn, weighted sums of many element scores.  

 AUTONUM 
If the Commission were to look at a number of relevant factors relating to the state of competition and attempt to create such an index, then it would have to exercise caution in its use.  There is a danger that a single numeric measure will lend a false and spurious sense of accuracy and quantifiability to what is necessarily a variety of qualitative and subjective judgements.  
4.5
The Inclusion of ISPs in the Monitoring Process
 AUTONUM 
AOL Canada Inc. (AOL) has suggested that Internet service providers (ISPs) should not be included in the monitoring process.
  AOL cites the following as reasons to exempt ISPs from reporting requirements:

i) The retail Internet market is already competitive;

ii) The cost of providing information is high; and

iii) The Commission jurisdiction to require ISPs to report has not been demonstrated.

 AUTONUM 
The Companies disagree with the AOL position.  The provision of any relevant retail and wholesale telecommunications services by an ISP or by another service provider is appropriately the subject of the monitoring process.  By limiting the focus of the monitoring to services provided by carriers of underlying facilities used by ISPs, the Commission would not obtain an accurate picture of the competitiveness of the ISP market, but only of the market for facilities used by ISPs.  As ISPs can be expected to be an increasingly important element of the telecommunications market, any assessment of the competitiveness of telecommunications would have to include consideration of services offered by ISPs generally, not just underlying services.  In order to evaluate the state of competition in any market, a review of the services provided by all stakeholders is required to ensure a complete and thorough assessment.

 AUTONUM 
With respect to the question of whether or not the Commission has jurisdiction to require ISPs to report, the Companies are of the view that it does.  AOL suggests that because ISPs are not Canadian carriers they could not be required by the Commission to report data.  The Companies submit that s.37(2) of the Telecommunications Act (the Act) provides the Commission ample authority to so require.  This provision explicitly allows the Commission to collect, from "a person other than a Canadian carrier", information that the Commission considers is "necessary for the administration" of the Act.

 AUTONUM 
There are a number of ways that the type of information in question can be regarded as necessary for purposes of administering the Act.  For example, all of the Commission's actions and decisions must further the policy objectives of section 7, including the objective of enhancing the competitiveness of Canadian telecommunications.  It follows, therefore, that the Commission could require information from parties (e.g., customers, including wholesale customers such as ISPs) to determine the effectiveness of its decisions in achieving this policy objective.  In light of the breadth of s.37(2), there should be no serious concern about the Commission's jurisdiction to acquire the type of information in question.

� 	See TELUS comments, 17 April 2001, paragraph 34.


� 	See Action Réseau Consommateur comments, 18 April 2001, paragraphs 9 to 12.


� 	See TELUS comments, 17 April 2001, paragraph 39.


� 	See Decision 2001�217, CRTC creates new quality of service indicators for telephone companies, 9 April 2001.


� 	Excerpt from Press Release outlining Nortel Networks Q1 2001 financial results, 20 April 2001.


� 	See AT&T comments, 17 April 2001, paragraph 7.


� 	See Telecom in Turmoil, What's Behind the Global Shake�up, Telemanagement - The Angus Report on Business Telecommunications in Canada, April 2001 edition.


� 		See Commission Working Document on Proposed New Regulatory Framework for Electronic Communications 	Networks and Services – Draft Guidelines on Market Analysis and the Calculation of Significant Market Power, Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, 3 March 2001.


� 	See Study on Market Entry Issues in EU Telecommunications Markets After 1st January 1998, by Teligen Ltd., 26 July 2000.


� 	See M. Janigan, Transcript, 18 April 2001, paragraph 338.


� 	See TELUS comments, 17 April 2001, paragraph 55.


� 	See M. Sébastien, Transcript, 18 April 2001, paragraph 157.


�	See AT&T comments, 17 April 2001, paragraph 10.


� 	See I. Hembery, Transcript, 18 April 2001, paragraphs 176 to 191.
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