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30 July 2001

Ms. Ursula Menke

Secretary General

Canadian Radio-television and

  Telecommunications Commission

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0N2

Dear Ms. Menke:

Subject:
Public Notice CRTC 2001-37: Price cap review and related issues - Response to Requests for Public Disclosures and Further Responses to Interrogatories

 AUTONUM 
Pursuant to the Commission's directive at paragraph 49 of Public Notice 2001-37, this represents the responses of Aliant Telecom Inc., Bell Canada, MTS Communications Inc. and Saskatchewan Telecommunications (collectively, the Companies) to requests for public disclosure and further responses received on 23 July 2001 from AT&T Canada Corp. on behalf of itself and AT&T Canada Telecom Services Company (collectively, AT&T), Action Réseau Consommateur, consumers' association of canada, fédération des associations coopératives d'économie familiale, and national anti‑poverty organization (ARC et al), Call-Net Enterprises Inc. (Call-Net), Distributel Communications Ltd. (Distributel), Group Telecom Services Corp. (Group Telecom) and Rogers Wireless Inc. on behalf of itself and Rogers Communications Inc. (RCI).  In addition, responses are also provided to requests for further responses from the City of Calgary (Calgary).  The Companies note that they did not receive a request for further disclosure from Calgary until Thursday, 26 July 2001.  While the Companies could have requested an extension of time to deal with Calgary's requests, such a delay would likely have affected the timing of the next round of reply and ultimately the Commission's ruling on deficiencies.  Accordingly, RBC DS has attempted to address Calgary's requests in the limited time remaining.

 AUTONUM 
The Companies' responses to requests for public disclosure and further responses received from these parties are provided in Attachments 1 to 3.  Attachment 1 provides the Companies' responses to requests for public disclosure.  Attachment 2 provides the Companies' responses to requests for further information with the exception of responses to requests related to information on the activities of in-region affiliates offering telecom services, which are provided in Attachment 3.  Attachment 2 also contains RBC DS' responses to the requests of Calgary.

 AUTONUM 
Failure by the Companies to address arguments made by any party does not imply acceptance of such arguments to the extent that they are contrary to the Companies' position. 

 AUTONUM 
A machine-readable file copy of this response is provided to the Commission and parties via Internet email.

Yours truly,

Robert F. Farmer

Vice-President  - Regulatory Matters

Bell Canada

Attachments

c.c.:
CRTC Regional Offices


The Companies

Parties to Public Notice 2001-37

Responses to Requests for Public Disclosure

The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01-801 PC, Supplemental 

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide for the years 2000, 2001 and 2002 revenues for each competitor service and the total of competitor services.  In addition the Companies were asked to provide a breakdown of these revenues by competitors, affiliates and the Utility segment.

In their response, the Companies provided the requested information in confidence to the Commission and provided the reasons for their confidentiality claim.  Specifically, the Companies noted that pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act, the data contained in the response would provide existing and potential competitors valuable information with respect to the potential size of the markets for the services provided.  This would enable existing and potential competitors to develop more effective business strategies, causing specific and direct harm to the Companies.  

In a letter dated 18 June 2001, AT&T requested public disclosure of the entire response.  In its letter, AT&T stated, among other things, the following:  "[i]n the alternative, assuming the Commission has significant concerns regarding the disclosure of this information, at a minimum the ILECs should be ordered to disclose total Competitor Services revenue broken down into revenues for services provided to competitors, to affiliates and to the company's Utility segment." 

In response to AT&T's request for disclosure, in a letter dated 9 July 2001, the Companies explained the reasons why the information should not be disclosed but offered to place on the public record the aggregate of competitor service revenues. 

In a letter dated 18 July 2001, the Commission directed the Companies to place on the public record, for each competitor service, the revenues derived from competitors, the total competitor service revenues from competitors and total competitor service revenues from all sources.  The Companies filed a supplemental response to this interrogatory on 20 July 2001 and placed the information identified in the Commission's letter on the public record.

In its disclosure request, Group Telecom requested "…disclosure, for each ILEC, of the total revenues associated with competitor services provided to the Utility segment and total revenues associated with competitor services provided to affiliates, excluding in the latter case, wireless access services, in the Attachment to the response to The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01‑801." 

To be helpful, but without prejudicing the Companies' position regarding Group Telecom's allegations, the Companies agree to provide on the public record the information requested by Group Telecom for the years 2000 and 2001.

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1100 PC

In this interrogatory, MTS was requested to provide an estimate of unrecovered local competition start-up and local number portability costs as of 31 December 2001.  In response, MTS provided this information but claimed that certain adjustments provided in the Attachment to its response were confidential and that public release of this information would cause MTS specific direct harm.

In its disclosure request, AT&T notes that MTS has not identified the information in respect of which it has claimed confidentiality, nor has it justified why this information is confidential.  Consequently, AT&T claims that MTS should be ordered to properly label and disclose the information, or to label the information and identify and provide the reasons as why its confidentiality claim should be upheld.

In response, MTS notes that it has responded to the question and has provided the amount of unrecovered local competition and start-up costs as requested.  As well, MTS noted that certain information used to derive this amount was filed in confidence pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act.  Release of this information on the public record would allow existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies and to focus on specific market segments, thereby prejudicing the Company's competitive position and causing specific direct harm to the Company.  

MTS has reviewed its response and agrees to file a revised attachment wherein it will disclose a more informative labeling of the information that was filed in confidence.  However, given that MTS has provided disaggregate information related to the allocation of the amount recovered from capped services, separately by residence and business, in its response, MTS maintains that this disaggregate information should continue to remain confidential.  Release of this information on the public record would provide existing and potential competitors with valuable service-specific impacts which could be used by them to formulate more effective marketing strategies to the detriment of the company.  However, to be helpful, MTS will disclose the total amount unrecovered from capped services, and the amount allocated to and unrecovered from non-capped services, which were also filed in confidence.  This information is sufficient to assess the amounts that have been unrecovered from each category of service and also the components of the capped service category that were affected by cost recovery. 

MTS submits that it has provided a full response to the interrogatory and, in fact, provided far more detail in its response than the other companies that had such unrecovered costs.  Given MTS' proposed revisions to its original response, no further disclosure is warranted. 

Aliant(CRTC)26Jun01-1201 a) PC

Bell(CRTC)26Jun01-1201 a) PC

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1201 a) PC
SaskTel(CRTC)26Jun01-1201a) PCR

In these interrogatories, each of the Companies was asked to provide average in-service NAS by band for each of the years 2000 to 2002, separately for residential individual line service and business individual line service.  Aliant Telecom, MTS and SaskTel were also asked to provide the same information for multiline business.

The Companies filed the information as requested in confidence with the Commission, and set out the reasons for their confidentiality claim in their respective responses.  For example, as MTS noted in its response, release of this information on the public record would allow existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies and to focus on specific market segments, thereby prejudicing the Company's competitive position and causing specific direct harm to the Company.  The remaining companies provided a similar rationale for their respective confidentiality claims. 

In its disclosure request, Call-Net asserts that the requested information is required to permit interested parties to judge the extent of competition in these markets.  In addition, Call‑Net claims that actual NAS information is required for comparison to predictions of competition provided in the last price cap proceeding. 

The Companies note that estimates of the Companies' market share for residence and business local exchange service are provided in The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-201 PC for the years 1998 to 2001.  The information provided in that response should be sufficient for Call‑Net and other parties to determine the extent of competition for residential local exchange service, business local exchange service, and for any comparison to predictions that may have been made during the last price cap proceeding.  In addition, information on market share loss was also provided for specific services in Band A within the serving territories of Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada and MTS in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission, and in Appendix 1 to that submission. 

As well, the Companies note that comparisons of market share loss projections made during the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 96-8 and current market share estimates are also provided in The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-208 PC. 
Finally, the Companies submit once again that the service-specific band-level demand information requested in this interrogatory is confidential.  Release of estimates of NAS for specific individual services for disaggregate areas would provide existing and potential competitors with valuable information that could be used by them to develop more effective marketing strategies for specific market segments, which would cause the Companies specific direct harm.  As well, the Commission has already determined in a number of other proceedings, such as the proceedings initiated by Public Notice 97-11, Public Notice 97‑42, Public Notice 99‑5, Public Notice 99‑6 and Public Notice 2000‑27 that disaggregated service‑specific demand information is competitively sensitive.  In each of these proceedings, the Commission has upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to disaggregate NAS information.
   

Based on the above, the Companies submit that Call-Net's request for disclosure should be denied.

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1201 b) PC

SaskTel(CRTC)26Jun01-1201 b) PCR

In these interrogatories, MTS and SaskTel were asked to provide their average monthly rates by band, including where applicable EAS and Touch‑Tone, separately for residence individual line service, business individual line service and other business primary exchange or multi-line service.

MTS and SaskTel filed the requested information in confidence with the Commission for 2000 to 2002 to conform to the period requested in part a) of the interrogatory.  The grounds supporting the claim of confidentiality are identified in their respective responses.  

AT&T observes that "Bell Canada and the four Aliant companies have fully disclosed this information in response to the same Commission interrogatory", and Group Telecom states that "Bell Canada and Aliant provided a complete response on the public record".  As such, AT&T and Group Telecom are of the view that MTS and SaskTel should be directed to disclose the information provided in their responses. 

In response, MTS and SaskTel submit that AT&T and Group Telecom have failed to provide sufficient justification for the release of the information publicly.  Both AT&T and Group Telecom merely seek conformity among the Companies' responses.   

Furthermore, MTS and SaskTel note that the information provided by Bell Canada and Aliant Telecom is not equivalent to that provided by MTS and SaskTel.  Bell Canada and Aliant Telecom have provided the requested information for one specific point in time.  MTS' and SaskTel's responses provide the requested information the year 2000, and forecasts of 2001 and 2002.  As such, MTS and SaskTel continue to support their claim of confidentiality for information of such a disaggregated nature and note that they have treated such information consistently in a confidential manner.  

MTS and SaskTel submit that neither AT&T nor Group Telecom has provided sufficient grounds to require the disclosure of the information provided in the referenced interrogatory responses.  Consequently, their requests for disclosure should be denied.

____(CRTC)26Jun01‑1202 a) PC

In this interrogatory, each of the Companies was asked to provide the actual/forecast average revenues per residence NAS for optional local services (i.e., calling features and integrated voice messaging services), for each of the years 1998 to 2002.

In its response, Bell Canada inadvertently provided on the public record, for each of the years 1998 to 2000, total average optional local service revenues per residence NAS.  Bell Canada also provided, in confidence, a breakdown of these revenues into three categories: switch‑based services, non switch‑based services and packages and bundles.  For the years 2001 and 2002, Bell Canada did not have the forecast information available by category, and hence provided only the total average optional local service revenues per residence NAS to the Commission, as requested.  This information was filed in confidence.  Bell Canada noted that release of this information would provide competitively sensitive, disaggregated information to Bell Canada's existing and potential competitors that could be used by them to focus on specific market segments, thereby enabling them to formulate more effective business and marketing plans.  This would result in specific direct harm to Bell Canada.

Aliant Telecom provided the requested information separately for switch-based optional local services which are assigned to the Utility segment, and non switch-based services which are assigned to the Other segment.  These estimates were filed in confidence.  MTS and SaskTel filed the total average optional local service revenues per residence NAS, including revenues for non switch-based services, as requested, in confidence with the Commission.  Like Bell Canada, Aliant Telecom, MTS and SaskTel identified the reasons for their confidentiality claims in their respective responses.  For example, Aliant Telecom noted that release of this information would provide competitively sensitive, disaggregated information to Aliant Telecom's existing and potential competitors that could be used by them to focus on specific market segments, thereby enabling them to formulate more effective business and marketing strategies.  This would result in specific direct harm to the Company.  Similar rationale for claiming confidentiality of this information was put forward by MTS and SaskTel.  

In its request, AT&T asks the Commission to direct the Companies to provide the requested information, at least for the current price cap period, in order to allow interested parties to properly assess the results of the current price caps regime and develop their proposals for the next price cap period.  In AT&T's view, the changes in optional service revenues are of direct relevance to the assessment of ILECs' pricing flexibility and financial performance under the current regulatory regime.  In support of its request, AT&T claims that "the information provided in this interrogatory is highly aggregate in nature in that it pertains to average optional services revenues spread over all residence NAS … it does not follow that any meaningful degree of harm could result from the public release of such aggregate data."

In response, the Companies submit that total optional service revenues, which include revenues associated with integrated voice messaging service, expressed on a per residence NAS basis, are confidential, and, as noted above, Bell Canada's disclosure in this interrogatory response was inadvertent.  The Companies would note that in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑201 PC Update, filed on 16 July 2001, the Companies have provided on the public record information regarding the current average monthly bill for residential optional Utility segment services.  Release of the actual and forecast total optional revenues per residence NAS (which include revenues from voice messaging) requested in this interrogatory would enable existing and potential competitors to derive estimates of optional revenues per residence NAS derived from non switch-based services (i.e., services that are assigned to the Competitive segment).  Clearly, such service-specific information is confidential.  Its release would enable competitors to gain valuable segment-specific information for services that are highly competitive, which could be used by them to formulate more effective marketing strategies and to focus on specific market segments which would cause specific direct harm to the Companies. 

In summary, the Companies continue to maintain that the total optional service revenues per NAS requested by AT&T, as well as the revenues associated with non switch-based optional services, and all of the revenue forecasts that were provided in their responses are confidential for the reasons set out above.  

In addition, the Companies note that information on optional local service revenues, in aggregate for the Utility segment, was provided on the public record in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑407 PC Supplemental dated 20 July 2001, and information on optional local service rates over the price cap period was filed in part b) of the company‑specific responses to ___(CRTC)26Jun01-1202 PC.  Thus, contrary to AT&T's claim, the information that is already on the record with regards to optional local service revenues and rates is sufficient to assess the "results of the current price caps regime and develop proposals for the next price cap period".  The disclosure of the confidential information sought by AT&T is not required for this purpose.

In addition, the Companies note that ILECs are not the sole suppliers of residence optional services, as AT&T alleges.  Services and features comparable to call-forwarding, speed calling and Voice Messaging are readily available from competitive sources throughout Canada.  It is not necessary to provide local service to make the provision of such alternative services "economically or technically feasible", as AT&T claims.  

As well, the requested information in SaskTel's case is irrelevant for the purposes AT&T claims to require it.  AT&T's assessment of the results of the current price caps regime can be determined only for the companies that were subject to the regime.  SaskTel was not subject to the price cap regime.  

For all of the above reasons, the Companies submit that AT&T's request, which pertains to the disclosure of the total optional revenues per residence NAS only, has no foundation and should be denied. 

Aliant(CRTC)26Jun01-1204 PC

Bell(CRTC)26Jun01-1203 PC

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1203 PC

SaskTel(CRTC)26Jun01-1203 PCR

In these interrogatories, the Commission requested the Companies to provide the actual/forecast number of NAS at year end 2001 and 2002 provided on a bundled basis and a non-bundled basis, for each of residence individual line service, business individual line service, and other business primary exchange services.  The Companies provided this information to the Commission in confidence with the appropriate confidentiality claim.  For example, in its response, Bell Canada stated that "[r]elease of this information would provide competitively sensitive, disaggregated information to Bell Canada's existing and potential competitors, that could be used by them to formulate effective business and marketing strategies.  This would result in specific direct harm to the Company."  Similar rationale was provided by each of the other Companies in their respective responses.  

In its request for disclosure, AT&T states that the information provided in this interrogatory response is highly aggregate in nature, and alleges that the ILECs have provided no explanation whatsoever as to how highly aggregate data could possibly be used by competitors to formulate effective business and marketing strategies in the local market.

In response, the Companies note that the information at issue provides details on the penetration of service bundles by market segments.  Existing and potential competitors, in offering their own bundles or planning to offer bundles, can use this information to determine which market segments to focus on.  The details would also provide both existing and potential competitors with actual market-based targets for their own bundles thereby allowing them to use their marketing resources more efficiently.  This would enable existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies and thereby cause specific direct harm to the Companies.

In its disclosure request, AT&T also alleges that "[t]he ILEC have a monopoly in these markets".  Contrary to this allegation, CLECs have made significant inroads in the business market and are starting to make inroads in the residence market place as well, as evident from Appendix 1 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission and from the information filed in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1302 PC.  Moreover, as the Companies noted in their response, this information would also be of use to "potential competitors" who could use this information to formulate better business strategies and thereby cause specific direct harm to the Companies.

In addition, AT&T claims "that without the information, interested parties are at a distinct disadvantage in terms of assessing the effectiveness of the current price caps regime and developing new proposals, taking into consideration the potential effects of increasing reliance on service bundling and the potential impact bundling had and will have on capped versus uncapped service revenues".  In response, the Companies note that the efficacy of the current price cap regime or of the Companies' proposals does not depend on the specific amount of service bundling that occurs.  Consequently, AT&T's claim has no merit.

The Companies would also point out that their treatment of the requested information as confidential is consistent with the treatment of similar information in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 99‑6.
  In that proceeding, AT&T argued for disclosure of the demand for residential bundled services and the Commission upheld the Companies' confidentiality claims.
 

The Companies also note that AT&T's assertion that the information is required to enable it to assess the effectiveness of the current price cap regime does not constitute a rationale for requiring disclosure of the information for SaskTel.  Since SaskTel was not subject to the price cap regime, the disclosure of the information for SaskTel would be of no value to AT&T in this regard. 

For all of the above reasons, AT&T's request for disclosure should be denied. 

Aliant(CRTC)26Jun01-1205 PC
Bell(CRTC)26Jun01‑1204 PC

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1204 PC

SaskTel(CRTC)26Jun01-1207 PCR

In these interrogatories, the Companies were asked to provide the percentage of access lines that are subscribed to each optional local service and to indicate the percentage of access lines that cannot subscribe to each of these services due to technological constraints.

In their responses, the Companies provided the requested information to the Commission in confidence, with the appropriate confidentiality claim.  For example, in its response, Bell Canada noted that release of this information would provide competitively sensitive, disaggregated information to Bell Canada's existing and potential competitors that could be used by them to focus on specific market segments, thereby enabling them to formulate more effective business and marketing strategies.  This would result in specific direct harm to Bell Canada.  Similar rationale was provided by the other Companies as well. 

In its disclosure request, Call‑Net requests the Commission to order the ILECs to release the penetration rates provided in confidence.  It states that "in developing and assessing alternative price cap proposals that may be based on optional local service revenues, assumptions based on current penetration of optional local services will be more realistic than assumptions based on guess work."  Call‑Net claims that "[i]t is difficult to see how the ILECs would be harmed by releasing this information as most local competitors have optional local service rate penetrations of 100% and it is Call‑Net's working assumption that the ILEC's penetration rates would be considerably less."

In response, the Companies note that they have already released their total company‑wide average monthly bill for optional Utility segment services on the public record in their updated response to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑201 PC, filed on 16 July 2001.  As well, information on optional local service revenues from 1998 to 2001 was provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-407 PC Supplemental, filed 20 July 2001.  This information would be far more useful to Call‑Net in its stated objective of "developing and assessing alternative price cap proposals that may be based on optional local service revenues", than would knowing the penetration rates for each of these services.

The Companies continue to maintain that there would, in fact, be considerable harm if they were to be required to release the penetration rates for individual optional local services and for bundles and packages of optional local services.  Contrary to Call-Net's statement that knowledge of the Companies' penetration rates would have no effect on competitors' marketing plans, such information would indeed provide valuable insight into the features and packages that are most favoured by customers.  Competitors, including CLECs and WSPs, would be able to use this knowledge to develop service bundles that would have the broadest appeal, to the financial detriment of the Companies.  CLECs have begun to make inroads in the residential market and a key component of their strategies seems to be offering service packages that contain optional local services.  Thus, information regarding the degree of penetration of various features would enable them to better target their offerings, resulting in direct harm to the Companies.  Clearly, disclosure of such information would be tantamount to supplying the results of market research to competitors, and in fact, the quality of this "research" would be far superior to survey-based data since the results are based upon actual subscriber behaviour.  

For all of the reasons identified above, Call‑Net's request for release of the Companies' optional local service penetration rates should be denied.

MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1403 PC

In this interrogatory, the Commission asked MTS to provide the amounts and the impact on the SRB results, including ROE, of expensing separation payments in year instead of amortizing them over five years.  MTS provided the requested information in confidence.  MTS stated that the information in question relates to sensitive financial information which is not normally disclosed and has been consistently held in confidence by MTS.  Release of this information on the public record would provide financially sensitive, disaggregated information to MTS' existing and potential competitors that could be used in understanding MTS's business thereby enabling them to formulate more effective business and marketing strategies.  This could result in specific direct harm to MTS.

In its request for disclosure, AT&T states that it is unclear to AT&T how release of this information would provide any competitive intelligence whatsoever.  It further claims that the information is pertinent to the financial performance of MTS and that the separation payments have a direct bearing on MTS' rate of return results for 1999, that similar information has been released by the other ILECs.  AT&T also claims that it appears that this specific accounting item has had a significant impact on the financial performance achieved by MTS in 1999, that disclosure of the details associated with this payment and the impact on the various SRB components affected is necessary to properly assess MTS' performance in 1999 and throughout the price cap period. 

MTS notes that it has released the financial results of its operations, including ROE, on the public record for the entire price cap period and submits that the impact on the 1999 SRB results as a result of this accounting change will not influence any conclusions AT&T will infer from data already on the record on this proceeding.
Accordingly, for the reasons set out in MTS's original response and the additional reasons provided above, MTS submits that contrary to AT&T's claim, there is no need to release this information on the public record.  Consequently, AT&T's request should be denied.

____(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were requested to provide the estimated residential subsidy requirement (RSR) for each high-cost band for each of the years 2002 to 2005, assuming their respective proposed SIP is approved by the Commission.  The calculations were to be based on the estimated average revenues per line using proposed rates, estimated cost changes based on the proposed productivity factor, assuming an annual inflation factor of 2%, and estimated NAS for both ILEC and CLEC.  In addition, using these same parameters, the ILECs were asked to provide, in part b) of the interrogatory, the impact on rates for each high-cost band, assuming the subsidy requirement is reduced by a further i) 10% by 2005, ii) 25% by 2005, and iii) 50% by 2005.  The results for these scenarios were to be provided in a format similar to that provided in the response to interrogatory ____(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC.

The Companies provided this information and noted that certain information was being filed in confidence with the Commission pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act.  Specifically, the Companies noted that release of this information would enable existing and potential competitor to gain valuable information that would allow them to formulate more effective business strategies thereby causing the Companies specific direct harm.

In its disclosure request, AT&T notes that the Companies' individual responses to this interrogatory vary considerably in terms of the information disclosed on the public record.  For instance, in providing the requested RSR calculations, some companies provided on the public record average residence revenues per line for each high-cost band and in total for all high-cost bands (e.g., as in the cases of SaskTel and the four Aliant Telecom companies).  As well, some ILECs provided on the public record the Phase II plus a 15% mark-up cost component of the calculation per line by band (e.g., MTS and SaskTel).  The other companies filed this same information in confidence with the Commission.

AT&T claims that, in light of the Commission's 22 June 2001 disclosure ruling regarding the residential primary exchange service (PES) costs together with the Commission's 18 July 2001 ruling regarding the disclosure of information provided in ____(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC, the Companies should be required to fully disclose the information in this interrogatory in respect of those responses based on Decision 2001‑238 PES costs.  AT&T notes that in this case, there is no reason why the cost-related components of the RSR calculation should be confidential, nor is there any justification for withholding average revenues per line per year for each high-cost band in confidence. 

In addition, while AT&T acknowledges that the release of average revenue and Decision 2001‑238 PES cost information would allow the calculation of the number of residence NAS in each high‑cost band, it claims that "…the release of high-cost band NAS counts would not cause the ILECs any significant degree of harm given that there are no competitive alternatives in these bands in any case".  It also asserts that any harm that may potentially result from the release of NAS information is outweighed by the public interest in the disclosure of this information given the need for transparency in the determination of each ILEC's RSR.  Based on these assertions, AT&T requests that the Companies be directed to disclose in full or, at a minimum, on a consistent basis the details of each ILECs RSR calculations based on Decision 2001‑238 PES costs provided in this interrogatory.

In response, the Companies continue to maintain that the information filed in confidence is confidential for the reasons set out in the Companies' original responses.  Further, the Companies have fully complied with the Commission's determination in its 18 July 2001 ruling on AT&T's disclosure requests and have released the residence PES Phase II costs that were developed by the Commission pursuant to the determinations set out in Decision 2001‑238 in the responses at issue.  These costs were also disclosed in The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PC Revised 16 July 2001.

With regards to the inconsistency in the information that was disclosed across the various company-specific responses that AT&T raises, the Companies note that they followed the following general rule for determining what information should be placed on the public record.  As noted above, the band-level Commission-mandated costs were disclosed by all the Companies.  In cases, where the cost estimates used to derive the RSRs included the costs associated with the Companies' SIP proposals, these costs were deemed confidential, given that the per NAS costs associated with the Companies' SIPs are confidential for the reasons set out in a number of interrogatory responses (see, for example, The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PC and SaskTel(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PCR).  For those Companies that have a uniform province-wide rate, the band-level monthly revenue per NAS estimates which were used to calculate the RSRs were disclosed.  However, for those companies where this is not the case, the same information was filed in confidence given that disclosure of such disaggregate revenue information, which represents weighted average revenues derived using NAS weights, could be used by potential competitors to develop more informed marketing strategies to the detriment of the affected companies.  The Companies note that in a number of proceedings, the Commission has already upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to such disaggregated band-level revenue information.
  

As well, the Companies filed the band-level residence NAS estimates in confidence with the Commission given that disaggregate band-level demand information if disclosed could be used by competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies which could cause the Companies specific direct harm.  The confidentiality of such disaggregate NAS information is consistent with numerous prior Commission rulings wherein the Commission has upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to band-level NAS estimates.
  However, to be helpful, Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada and SaskTel did disclose the aggregate residence NAS across all high-cost bands for 2002.  For MTS, the same information was deemed confidential as it could be used together with estimates of the total residence NAS market to glean information about the size of the NAS base in Winnipeg and Brandon which contain the bulk of MTS' total residence NAS base in non high-cost areas.  MTS considers that release of this information on the public record would provide existing and potential competitors with valuable insight and market-segment specific information that could be used by them to develop more effective marketing strategies and cause MTS specific direct harm. 

In cases where a particular company provided the per NAS revenue information on the public record, for the reasons described above, the total residence revenues across all high‑cost bands for the same year were also disclosed.  As well, in cases where the aggregate residence NAS estimates were disclosed, the total Phase II costs associated with these NAS were also disclosed, as were the aggregate RSRs per NAS.  Hence, although there appears to be an apparent inconsistency across the Companies' disclosures of information, the rationale described above fully supports the specific claims of confidentiality and explains the reasons for the lack of uniformity in the information that was disclosed across these company-specific responses.

In the case of SaskTel, the Company notes that in Attachment 1 of SaskTel(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PCR, SaskTel has claimed confidentiality for only the residence NAS by band and the cost per line information for Band G, as it incorporates a combination of the Commission's Decision 2001-238 residence PES cost estimates and SaskTel's estimated SIP costs.  This is consistent with the general rule followed by all of the Companies, as described above.  Attachment 2 is based entirely upon SaskTel's estimate of residence PES costs with the Commission's buried copper cost adjustment removed.  SaskTel has provided on the public record the annual average revenue per line, annual implicit subsidy per line and annual subsidy requirement per band in this response, claiming confidentiality for only the cost data and any figures that could be used to derive this cost data (e.g., inflation factor and mark‑up values).  In Attachment 3, SaskTel has claimed confidentiality for only the subsidy and rate impact information for Band G, as the costs utilized to calculate the rate impacts incorporate a combination of the Commission's Decision 2001-238 residence PES cost estimates and SaskTel's estimated SIP costs.  Attachment 4 is based entirely upon SaskTel's estimate of residence PES costs with the Commission's buried copper cost adjustment removed.  SaskTel has claimed confidentiality for the subsidy and rate impact information for all bands, as release of the additional information would provide the information necessary to calculate SaskTel's estimate of the major component of residential PES costs, namely the loop capital.  

Furthermore, AT&T has not requested that the ILECs be required to release cost information based upon anything other than the Decision 2001-238 Commission derived residence PES costs.  This was provided by all of the Companies.  Therefore, no further disclosure is required on the part of any of the Companies, since release of the information filed in confidence would either provide or allow the calculation of company-specific cost estimates, or estimates of residence NAS by band or revenues which are confidential.  

Finally, contrary to AT&T's claim, for reasons discussed above, the harm that would result from the release of the information filed in confidence well outweighs the public interest in the disclosure of this information.  The Companies submit that the Commission has sufficient information to assess the Companies' RSR estimates, and the disclosure of confidential information which would cause specific direct harm to the Companies is not required for the Commission to make its assessments.   

For all of the above reasons, AT&T's request for disclosure should be denied.

___(CRTC)26Jun01-1703 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were requested to provide estimates of the RSR for 2002 for each high‑cost band, assuming the proposed SIP is approved by the Commission and the weighted-average current rate is used as the revenue component.  The residence PES costs and estimated 2002 NAS were to be those used in the response to ____(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC.  The Companies were also asked to restate the RSR using the maximum allowable current rate for all NAS in each high-cost band.  In addition, the ILECs were asked to restate the results using i) proposed 2002 weighted‑average rates and ii) maximum proposed 2002 rates.  The results for all of the requested scenarios were to be provided in a format similar to that provided in the response to ____(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PC.

The Companies provided this information and noted that certain information was being filed in confidence with the Commission pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act.  

In its disclosure request, AT&T claims that for the reasons it identified for requesting disclosure of the information filed in  ____(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC, the Companies should be directed to disclose in full or, at a minimum, on a consistent basis for each ILEC the details of each ILEC's RSR calculations based on Decision 2001-238 PES costs provided in this interrogatory.

In response, the Companies note that their responses to AT&T's request for disclosure related to the information filed in confidence in the company-specific responses to ___(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC apply to AT&T's requests related to this interrogatory as well.  For all of the reasons set out in that response, AT&T's request for disclosure has no merit and should be denied. 

The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1108 PC

In this interrogatory, the Commission referred to the unadjusted residence PES unit costs provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-105 PC and asked for a detailed explanation for the significant increase in these costs in 2001.

Bell Canada provided and explained the differences in unit cost by component between 2000 and 2001 in its response.  Bell Canada also stated that certain information in the response was being filed in confidence with the Commission and outlined the rationale for this claim in the response.

In its disclosure request, Group Telecom requests that the Companies be directed to disclose the information filed in confidence on pages 3 to 5 of the response.  Group Telecom specified that this request pertains only to the outside plant component of the unit cost and claimed that requesting disclosure of this information is consistent with the higher degree of disclosure normally associated with loop costing information than for exchange service costing information.  It further claimed that loops must be considered among the least competitive or potentially competitive services offered by the ILEC and thus, alleged that the harm from disclosure of the information would be minimal or zero.

In response, Bell Canada notes that the outside plant component of the loop is an integral part of many of its services and thus, Bell Canada continues to maintain that the information requested is confidential.  The disclosure of this disaggregated information will provide competitors with insight as to the relative composition of the Company's costs for services that require the provisioning of loops, and will enable competitors to formulate more effective strategies potentially causing Bell Canada specific direct harm.

Group Telecom also states that it considers that the Commission has no option but to disregard, for purposes of both the Decision 2001-238 follow-up and Public Notice 2001‑37 proceedings, the revised Bell Canada costs that make use of the new loop census information.  It then claims that the filing by Bell Canada of costing information based on the new loop census was highly inappropriate, coming as it did so soon after the Commission completed the second of two major public proceedings examining in exhaustive detail the proposed loop costs of the ILECs and finalizing loop and residence PES costs.  Group Telecom then concludes that the Commission must subject this loop information to a very high‑level of analysis and public scrutiny if it intends to give it any consideration.

In response, Bell Canada notes that the issue raised by Group Telecom in its disclosure request is not one which deals with requests for disclosure or further responses.  However, as stated in the Companies' Reply Comments filed 24 July 2001 in the context of the follow-up items associated with Decision 2001-238, Bell Canada agrees that though it would have been preferable to have had the updated cost information available earlier, the fact is that the information was provided to the Commission as soon as it became available.  Given the significance of the updated costs, not only for purposes of pricing unbundled loops but also for quantifying subsidy requirements and for quantifying the costs of retail services that utilize loops, it is critical that this information now be taken into account.

For all of the reasons outlined above, Bell Canada submits that Group Telecom's request for disclosure of Phase II loop costs and related information on pages 3 to 5 of The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1108 PC should be denied.

The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1202 c) PC

In part c) of this interrogatory, the Commission requested the Companies to provide, with reference to a table provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-205 PC which outlined the Companies' proposed classification of several competitor services, the markup on costs used to establish the associated rates(s) for the service when last approved.

In response, the Companies provided the markup for each competitor service included in the proposed classification in confidence to the Commission.  The Companies added that release of this information would allow existing and potential competitors to determine service‑specific costs and formulate more effective marketing strategies and to focus on specific markets, thereby prejudicing the Companies' competitive position and causing specific direct harm to the Companies.

In its disclosure request, AT&T claims that the markups at issue pertain to tariffed Competitor Services set during the course of the price caps period or earlier.  AT&T also claims that competitors rely solely on the Companies for supply of the services contained in part c) of this interrogatory.  AT&T asserts that disclosure of the requested information would assist parties to provide "reasoned" recommendations regarding the appropriate parameters for these services in the upcoming regime.

In response, the Companies note that the percent markup provided for the services contained in part c) of this interrogatory pertain to services which are either subject to competitive supply or for which alternatives are readily available.  Therefore, contrary to AT&T's assertions, competitors do not rely solely on the Companies for the supply of the functionality provided by these services.  Disclosure of the information provided in confidence in part c) of this interrogatory would enable existing and potential competitors to determine the underlying cost of these services.  This would enable the Companies' competitors to devise more effective business strategies causing specific and direct harm to the Companies. 

In addition, the Companies submit that knowledge of the level of markup contained in the price for any particular service is not required in order for AT&T to make recommendations regarding the pricing principles for the suite of services that are eventually deemed to constitute Competitor Services.  Instead, AT&T's ability to make recommendations regarding the pricing treatment of the services contained in part c) of this interrogatory response is dependent on knowledge of the principles adopted by the Companies to determine which services would remain in the suite of Competitor Services on a going‑forward basis.  These principles are contained in section 6 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission.  

The Companies submit, therefore, that sufficient information exists on the public record to enable AT&T to make informed alternative proposals for the services in question.  The Companies submit further that the harm to the Companies from release of the requested information outweighs the public interest of releasing this information and AT&T's request should be therefore be denied. 

The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1302 PC

In this interrogatory, the Commission requested that the Companies provide an analysis of the state of competition in local access services markets using the criteria specified by Decision 94-19.  The response provided such an analysis.  At page 3 of 6, the Companies indicated the share of the residence exchange NAS market that CLECs had acquired in Band A of Aliant Telecom's serving area and the percentage of the residence exchange NAS in Band A that were once served by Aliant Telecom territory that CLECs have captured.  Aliant Telecom's market share numbers were provided in confidence to the Commission pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act. 

AT&T has requested that the market share numbers provided in confidence be released.  AT&T argues that release of these data would be consistent with the Commission's 18 July 2001 disclosure ruling regarding market share data referenced in the Companies' evidence.

In response, the Companies note that if in light of its ruling that the band-specific market share data filed in confidence in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission be disclosed on the public record, the Commission deems it appropriate to require disclosure of Aliant Telecom's residence NAS market share estimates, then the Companies would file a revised response disclosing those estimates. 

The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1500 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to identify the percentage of customers that make toll calls billed according to the basic toll schedules (BTS), the percentage of toll revenues accounted for by such calls and the percentage of customers that receive the TDD discount.  The Companies filed certain of the requested information in confidence with the Commission and provided, as an alternative for the public record, data relating to toll calls billed with only BTS usage (i.e., with no toll discount plan).  Further, the percentage of customers receiving the TDD discount was provided on the public record by the Companies.  The Companies' rationale for the confidentiality claim was outlined in the response.

AT&T now requests that the information filed in confidence be disclosed.  The rationale offered by AT&T for such disclosure is that it would "enable interested parties to this proceeding to properly assess the potential advantages and disadvantages of removing the regulatory constraints associated with the BTS".  In support of its request for disclosure, AT&T claims that there is no risk of any significant harm arising from such disclosure and that the release of the information would be consistent with the Commission's 18 July 2001 ruling with respect to BTS minute data filed in confidence in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission. 

In the Companies' view, the information that has already been filed on the public record in this response, i.e., the percentage of customers and toll revenue associated with calls made by customers who do not subscribe to a toll plan, is sufficient to enable AT&T and other interested parties to assess this issue.  Disclosure of the information filed in confidence with the Commission, i.e., the total percentage of customers and revenue associated with customers who have any calling under the BTS (the vast majority of whom already subscribe to one of the Companies' or a competitor's discount toll plan) would provide little additional insight into the potential advantages and disadvantages of removing the basic toll constraints.  

In addition, contrary to AT&T's assertion, disclosure of this information would not be consistent with the Commission's 18 July 2001 ruling with respect to information filed in confidence in its 31 May 2001 submission.  In that ruling, the Commission ordered Bell Canada to place on the public record the percentage of toll minutes associated with calls made by customers who do not subscribe to a toll plan, which the Companies already agreed to release and did so on 16 July 2001.  Thus, no further disclosure is required beyond the information that has already been provided on the public record in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1500 PC and in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission in order to be consistent with the Commission's 18 July 2001 ruling.

Further, as noted in their original response, it is the Companies' position that the release of the additional information requested, which relates to the size and profitability of a highly competitive service, would provide competitors in the toll market, like AT&T, with greater insight into the calling patterns of the Companies' toll subscribers and would thereby cause specific direct harm to the Companies.

Finally, the Companies note that Call-Net appears to be satisfied with the information provided by the Companies on the public record relating to the BTS as Call-Net's request for disclosure related only to TELUS' response to _____(CRTC)26Jun01-1500 PC.

For all of these reasons, the Companies submit that AT&T's request for disclosure should be denied.

The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1800 b) and c) PC

In parts b) and c) of this interrogatory, the Commission requested the Companies to provide: for the year 2001, the revenue reduction that would result if the mandated mark-up of 25% for all competitor services subject to this mark-up had been reduced to 15% effective January 2001; and, provide the information requested above solely for local loops.

The Companies provided the information in confidence stating that disclosure of this information would enable existing and potential competitors to determine the size of the market for competitor services and loops, thus enabling these competitors to formulate more effective business strategies, causing specific and direct harm to the Companies.

Group Telecom, Call-Net and AT&T (the Competitors) have requested the disclosure of this information on the public record.  The Competitors claim that there is no alternative supply to essential facilities and limited competitive supply of near essential facilities and hence there would be essentially no harm from disclosure of the requested information.  The Competitors further assert that the information requested is required in order for the Competitors to effectively formulate alternative proposals.  

In response, the Companies re-iterate that disclosure of the information contained in parts b) and c) of this interrogatory response would enable existing and potential competitors to size the market for wholesale Competitor Services.  As such, this information would enable existing and potential competitors for wholesale services to devise more effective market entry strategies causing specific direct harm to the Companies.  

However, if in light of its ruling dated 18 July 2001 that the Companies should disclose the Competitor Service revenue information filed in confidence in The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01-801 PC (i.e., the revenues generated from competitors for Competitor Services), the Commission deems it appropriate to require disclosure of this information, the Companies would file a revised response disclosing the information.   

Responses to Requests for Further Information

The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-100 PC 

In parts a) and b) of this interrogatory, the Companies were asked whether they believe the new price cap regime should balance the interests of consumers, incumbent telephone companies and competitors, and whether their proposal generates benefits relative to the continuation of the current regime and relative to rate base/rate of return (RB-ROR) regulation.  In parts c) through to e), the Companies were asked to quantify the financial benefits of the Companies' proposal, realised by each of the three stakeholder groups, relative to the continuation of the current regime and relative to RB-ROR regulation.  As a part of this quantification exercise, the Companies were also asked to provide for years 2002 to 2006 the Phase III/SRB results and average rate changes for residential and business customers.  In part f) the Companies were asked to explain why the sharing of benefits is appropriate.

The Companies' response to this interrogatory provides a comprehensive discussion of the issues raised in the interrogatory.  The response clearly expresses the Companies' view that their proposal embodies a balanced set of pricing rules designed to foster competition while providing consumer and competitor safeguards, and that it is an improvement over the current regime and over RB-ROR regime.  The response also explains how the Companies' proposal allows for a more competitive environment to emerge and the benefits of such competition to all parties.  The response also discusses how the Companies' proposal benefits the stakeholders: customers in terms of prices and consumer safeguards; competitors in terms of competitive safeguards and essential services pricing; and all service providers including the ILECs in terms of incentives for entry and expanded market opportunities.  Finally, the response makes the point that quantifying the benefits of competition through the metrics referenced in the question is simplistic because they do not take not account factors such as service innovation and choice which are generally recognized benefits.

In their request for further information, ARC et al have alleged that the response to this interrogatory is not responsive to the specific questions and that "…the Companies have responded with a generic discussion of the merits of their proposals, from their perspective".

The Companies are surprised at the allegations of ARC et al.  The Companies' response to the interrogatory went further than just answering all the questions raised in the interrogatory.  For example, parts a) and b) could have been answered with a simple "yes".  However, as discussed above, the Companies have fully explained the linkages between the Companies' proposal, the competitor and consumer safeguards, incentives for competitive entry and benefits to all parties of the fostering of competition.  The response also addressed the issue related to quantifying the benefits.  Further, not only are the metrics requested by ARC et al deficient to its stated objectives, but it is not possible to develop estimates of the specific impacts requested by ARC et al without having to make numerous assumptions about what the market will allow.   

Based on the foregoing, the Companies submit that ARC et al's allegations are baseless and its request must therefore be denied. 

The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-200 PC
In part a) of this interrogatory, the Companies were requested to provide information on residential rates from 1992 to 1997 and for 16 July 2001.  The Companies provided the information from 1998 onwards and noted that the rate information prior to 1998 is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding given that the price cap regime came into effect in 1998.

ARC et al claims that one of the bases for examining the effects of the price cap regime is to compare price trends during the price cap period with price trends in the preceding period.  The issue of responsiveness of local rates to general economic conditions as well as ratepayer fairness has been put in play by the Companies in the context of their evidence which includes comparisons of rates as a percentage of disposable income expended on telephone service.  A systematic analysis of the merits of the Companies' contentions must include more data than simply the 1998 to 2000 time series.

In response, the Companies continue to maintain that information on prices prior to the price cap regime is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.  In order to assess the effects of the price cap regime on prices, it is only relevant to examine the trends in prices over the period that is covered by that regime.  Contrary to ARC et al's claim, information on rates prior to 1998, which were set under rate base/rate of return regulation, would not add any value to assessing the magnitude of price changes that have occurred under the price cap regime.  Consequently, ARC et al's request has no merit and should be denied.

In addition, ARC et al requests that the Companies provide the dollar value of the rate changes referenced in The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-203 PC, at page 6 of 20 (NBTel:  Optional Local Services, 2000 TN842 12 July 00:  Increase Call Display/Name Display) and at page 20 of 20 (MTS:  Optional Local Services, Entire Chart). 

In response, the Companies submit this information is not relevant, and the request is an attempt to misuse the deficiency/disclosure process.  ARC et al fails to provide any rationale as to how this information is relevant in the context of the referenced interrogatory, and indeed such information was not requested in this interrogatory.  In fact, ARC et al is inappropriately using the deficiency/disclosure process to pose a new interrogatory to the Companies and its request is thus out-of-process.  Consequently, ARC et al's request should be denied. 

The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-300 PC

In this interrogatory, ARC et al requested the Companies to provide detailed cost and other information for all alternate technologies that CLECs could use to service residential customers that are currently served by their local ILEC.

In their response, the Companies submitted that the purpose of this proceeding was not to establish the economic feasibility of local competition for CLECs or to identify for CLECs potential technology solutions in low density serving areas.  The Companies also indicated that they had not conducted analyses of various entry strategies, including deployment of technology, which could be pursued by potential CLECs.

In its request for further information, ARC et al states that a determination of whether the increases being proposed by the Companies are likely to be sufficient to attract significant competition in the local market, or will simply increase the revenues of the ILECs without increasing their costs, is highly relevant to the assessment of the Companies' proposals.  Accordingly, ARC et al requests that the Companies place on the record any evidence available to them that would support, or refute, the assumption that the proposed increases are sufficient to make competitor entry to the residential market both economic and sustainable in non high‑cost areas.

In response, the Companies note that the question of whether or not the proposed increases in basic residential rates would be sufficient to remove the "price barrier" to competition was not part of the information requested in The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01‑300 PC.  This issue was addressed by the Companies in their response to The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01‑303 PC.  What was asked in The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01‑300 PC was information related to the CLECs' own costs for alternate technologies that could be deployed to serve residential customers.  As the Companies noted in their response, they have not conducted analyses of various entry strategies, including deployment of technology, which could be pursued by potential CLECs.  Hence, the information requested is not available and consequently was not provided. 

In light of the above, the Companies submit that the response to the above interrogatory is complete and ARC et al's request for a further response should be denied.

The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01‑301 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to revise Table A‑1 in Appendix 1 of their 31 May 2001 submission to reflect the markets in which CLECs offer service to residence customers.  They were also asked to provide, for each of these markets, their best estimates of the number and percentage of residence customers that i) have access to the services of the CLEC, and ii) are currently being served by the CLEC.

In their response, the Companies noted that Table A‑1 already indicated the markets in which CLECs currently offer local service or in which they have announced intentions to do so in the near future.  With regard to the Companies' estimates of customers that have access to the services of each CLEC and that are currently being served by each CLEC, the Companies indicated that this information is not available and would be confidential in any event.  ARC et al was also directed to The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01‑201 PC, which provides estimates of competitors' aggregate facility‑based market share for each Company.

In its request, ARC et al is not claiming that the response at issue is deficient.  ARC et al simply notes that the response raises the question of what information would be provided by the Companies to demonstrate that "30% of customers would have access to competitive alternatives".  ARC et al then request that the Commission direct the Companies to respond to this question. 

The Companies submit that the deficiency process should not be used to seek further information when the original response inspires additional questions.  ARC et al's additional question is thus out-of-process and should be ignored.  At any rate, the Companies have already answered this further question in their response to The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1306 PC.  

The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-400 PC

In this interrogatory, ARC et al requested the Companies to provide, in part, the Phase II cost per NAS for each of the services identified in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑201 PC and to identify the PES rates that the Companies consider compensatory.

In their response, the Companies submitted that the Phase II costs for these services are confidential and accordingly the information was not provided.  With respect to compensatory rates for PES, the Companies discussed what would be considered a compensatory rate, but noted that the Companies' incremental costs for PES are confidential.  The Companies did however refer ARC et al to the Commission's estimates of the Companies' costs for residential PES that have been placed on the public record in accordance with the Commission letter 22 June 2001, Telecom Decision CRTC 2001‑238 - Residential Primary Exchange Service (PES) Costs – Disclosure of Confidential Information.  
In its request for further information, ARC et al states that it accepts the Companies' claim of confidentiality for this information, but requests that the Commission direct the Companies to provide the responses in confidence to the Commission, with abridged versions providing aggregate information on the public record.  ARC et al claims that placing on the public record the average Phase II costs for each service on a company-wide basis and Phase II costs for all services, by band would result in sufficient aggregation to minimize the potential competitive harm to the Companies.  ARC et al also claims that it would be in the public interest to place this information on the public record since, in its view, it is central to the issue of the justification for designing the price cap regime so that local rate increases are permitted in the residential market, and that ARC et al plans to make arguments on its perceptions of the relationship between rates and costs.

In response, the Companies note that, in this proceeding, the Companies have already placed a substantial amount of information regarding the Companies' costs and rates on the record of this proceeding.  The Companies note that the residential PES cost estimates derived by the Commission pursuant to its determinations in Decision 2001-238 for high-cost bands and information on rates in high-cost bands were filed in the company-specific responses to ___(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC and in the response to The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC, Revised 16 July 2001.  As well, information on the Commission-mandated residential PES costs for all bands for Bell Canada was also provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑105 PC, Supplemental dated 20 July 2001.  Some of the costs filed in these responses were also disclosed on the public record.  Further, with respect to the Companies' actual Phase II costs for residence PES, the Commission has already determined in its 18 July 2001 ruling on AT&T's request for disclosure pertaining to cost estimates that only the Commission-mandated costs are appropriate to disclose on the public record.  

The Companies also submit that information on the Phase II costs for optional local and other services is confidential, whether in aggregate or by band, if such estimates are available.  Release of such information would provide valuable cost information to existing and potential competitors which could be used by them to formulate more effective marketing strategies and thereby cause specific direct harm to the Companies.  

As well, with respect to Phase II costs for optional local services, the Commission has already determined that such information was competitively sensitive in prior proceedings, such as those initiated by Public Notices 97‑42 and Public Notices 99‑6 wherein the Commission has upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to such cost estimates. 

Finally, the Companies note that in the case of SaskTel, the information provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑201 PC was at the rate group level.  SaskTel does not have rate group level cost estimates and, in any event, even if such information were available, it would be confidential for all of the reasons discussed above. 

For all of the above reasons, ARC et al's request for disclosure should be denied.
The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-401 PC

In this interrogatory, ARC et al requested that the Companies "…provide the forecast revenue by service category for the years 2002 to 2005, assuming that the Companies' proposals are accepted.  For purposes of this response, please subdivide the existing service categories into sub‑categories corresponding to the services that would be in different categories under the Companies' proposals."  ARC et al also requested that the Companies "break down the changes in total revenue, relative to 2001, of i) the proposed rate increases and ii) changes in quantity".

In their response, the Companies explained that they do not have forecasts of their 2002 to 2005 Utility segment revenues and, in any case, these forecasts would be confidential.

In its request for further responses, ARC et al claims that "[i]t is not reasonable to expect parties to comment on the public policy issues related to the proposals of the Companies without commenting on the revenue implication of the proposals."  ARC et al also asserts that the unavailability of this information "would impair the process and compromise the Commission's decision", and requests "that at a minimum the Companies should be required to respond in confidence to the Commission".

In response, the Companies note that they have provided a detailed description of the proposed pricing flexibility they are requesting in section 6 of their 31 May 2001 submission and in section 2 of SaskTel's 31 May 2001 submission.  Given the proposed upward pricing flexibility for each service, parties can indeed comment on the public policy issues of the Companies' proposals without a revenue forecast.
Furthermore, the Companies re-assert that they do not have forecasts of their 2002 to 2005 Utility segment revenues by service category and that, in any case, these forecasts would be confidential.
  Providing forecasted revenues by service category on the public record would enable existing and potential competitors to determine the expected growth in service category revenues enabling the competitors to gain insight into the Companies' marketing strategies which they could then make use of to develop their own strategies to the detriment of the Companies.  This would prejudice the Companies' competitive position and cause the Companies specific direct harm. 

For all of the above reasons, ARC et al's request should be denied.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-201 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide actual/forecast competitor market share estimates for 1998 to 2001 for a) residential local exchange service (by applicable rate band and in aggregate); b) single/multi-line business local exchange service (by applicable rate band and in aggregate); c) residential long distance service; and d) business long distance service.

In response, the Companies provided the requested residential and business local market share data for each of the two market segments, but not by band and noted that the band‑level market share information was confidential.  The Companies also provided the toll market share data for the residential and business markets combined and noted that the disaggregate estimates were confidential. 

In its disclosure request, AT&T notes that in the Commission's 18 July 2001 disclosure ruling, the Companies were directed to provide business segment band-level local market share estimates on the record of this proceeding.  Consistent with that ruling, the Companies should be directed to provide complete responses to parts a) and b) of this interrogatory.  As well, AT&T requests that the Companies be directed to disaggregate the long distance market share data provided into residence and business market segment components as requested in the interrogatory.  

In support of its request, AT&T claims that there is no reason to believe that the release of such data could cause the Companies any harm, and that the data are useful for assessing the state of competition in the Canadian telecom industry and, in particular, assessing the relative development of local versus long distance competition.  

In response, the Companies continue to maintain that the disaggregate local and toll market share estimates requested are confidential.  Release of such information on the public record would provide existing and potential competitors with valuable service-specific information that could be used by them to more effectively target specific market segments and thereby cause the Companies' specific direct harm.  Further, the Companies would stress that any disaggregate market share information apart from that which the Commission has already deemed to be appropriate to disclose is confidential as it provides further service-specific disaggregate information that would be invaluable to existing and potential competitors in formulating specific marketing strategies and business plans.  This would cause the Companies specific direct harm. 

Furthermore, contrary to AT&T's claim, assessments of the relative development of local versus long distance competition can be made based on the local and toll market share estimates that are already provided on the public record in the Companies' response. 

For all of the above reasons, AT&T's request for disclosure should be denied.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-206 PC

In this interrogatory, AT&T requested the Companies to provide their actual/estimated contribution revenues for 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2001 broken down into those paid by the company (including its affiliates) and competitors.

The Companies' response stated that the requested information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.  

AT&T claims that the Companies' response is deficient.  AT&T states that the requested information is "of significance when it comes to designing a new mechanism for the next price caps period" and "is relevant to the treatment of contribution and an assessment of the financial performance of the ILECs in the context of both the current and upcoming price cap regimes." 

In response, the Companies point out that in Decisions 2000‑745 and 2001-238 the Commission has already determined the treatment of contribution over the next price cap period:  there is no "designing" left to be done.  In particular, those decisions determined the method for calculating the subsidy requirement for the next price cap period, quantitative results for which are provided in The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC, Revised 16 July 2001 and in SaskTel(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PCR, Revised 16 July 2001.  In fact, at paragraph 11 of Public Notice 2001‑37, the Commission explicitly states that due to changes in the contribution regime it is not necessary to review the contribution requirement.  The only contribution issues under consideration in the current proceeding are associated with the implementation of the new revenue-based regime, as identified at paragraph 26 of Public Notice 2001‑37. 

Regarding the financial performance of the ILECs in the context of the current price cap regime, considerable information is provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-405 PC.  

Regarding a breakdown of contribution payments between the Companies and other contributors, while the Companies recovered contribution directly from competitors under the per-minute contribution mechanism that was in effect through 2000, and were therefore in a position to report competitors' contribution payments, the Companies do not have information regarding competitors' contribution payments under the revenue-based mechanism in effect since 1 January 2001 because under that mechanism parties report eligible revenues to the Central Funds Administrator and the Commission in confidence.

In view of the foregoing, the Companies request the Commission to deny AT&T's request for further information to this interrogatory.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-210 PC

In this interrogatory, AT&T requested that the Companies provide a list of all tariffed services that are offered by each Company under a term or contract period.  Details as to the tariff item, length of term(s), availability of extensions, terms of renewal and whether the term, contract and/or provisions for extension of the contract period that were introduced prior or subsequent to 1998 were requested.

The Companies responded by noting, "The information requested information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding." 

AT&T submits that "…issues relating to pricing practices under price cap regulation, including information on the nature and market characteristics of services offered under term and contract conditions versus those that are not, are of direct relevance to this proceeding".  AT&T requests, at a minimum, that the ILECs be directed to "respond to the interrogatory for the 1998 to 2001 period".

In response, the Companies remain of the view that the requested information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.  The Companies agree with TELUS's comment that the requested information represents an unnecessary level of detail, and would require an unwarranted commitment of resources to provide.  Furthermore, the addition of the requested information to the public record will in no way permit AT&T to achieve its purported objectives.  A list of services, identifying the service name, terms and conditions of the contract will provide no assistance to AT&T in understanding of "the nature and market characteristics of services offered under term and contract conditions versus those that are not"  [emphasis added], as it claims.  The "market characteristics" of a service are represented by the manner in which the service is consumed.  Tariffs merely describe the conditions under which the service may be offered.  Even if AT&T were somehow to be able to extract the "market characteristics" of these services available under contract, it has not requested the information necessary for a comparison with those services that are not offered under provisions of a contract which AT&T purports to be "of direct relevance to this proceeding".

For all of the reasons outlined above, the Companies submit that AT&T's request for disclosure should be denied.  

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-214 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide a forecast of the annual incremental revenues that would be generated in each of the years 2002 through to 2005 assuming that each of the Companies fully exercised the high-cost band residential service pricing flexibility requested in their respective proposals (as well as any specific increases to non high‑cost bands as contemplated in MTS' proposal or business services as contemplated in SaskTel's proposal) along with an explanation of the assumptions used.

In their response, the Companies indicated that the net revenue impact of the Companies' pricing flexibility proposals for high‑cost areas must take into account both the revenue impact associated with price increases and revenue decreases associated with reductions in the subsidy which are associated with those rate increases.  The Companies also referred AT&T to the company‑specific responses to ___(CRTC)26Jun01‑1701 PC, which provide the annual impact the proposed pricing flexibility will have on the residential subsidy requirement in each Company's territory over the 2002 to 2005 period.

In its request, AT&T claimed that the Companies did not provide the requested information.  AT&T stated that it did not ask for "net revenue" or "net cash flow" impacts, rather it asked for forecasts of the incremental revenues associated with the ILECs' respective residence (and, in the case of SaskTel, business) local service pricing proposals.  AT&T requests the Commission to direct the ILECs to provide the requested information.

By referring AT&T to the company‑specific responses to  ___(CRTC)26Jun01‑1701 PC, the Companies intended to provide additional information to AT&T regarding the impacts of their proposals.

The Companies also re-iterate that forecasts of the revenue impact of the pricing flexibility proposal put forward by MTS for its non high‑cost Band D are not available and would be confidential in any event and that forecasts of the revenue impact of SaskTel's proposed pricing flexibility for business services are confidential.  Release of such disaggregate service‑specific forecasts could be used by existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies and would enable them to better target specific markets which would cause the Companies specific direct harm.  As well, if the revenue information requested were disclosed, existing and potential competitors would be able to use this information, together with the rate information that is already on the record, to derive estimates of band-specific NAS.  Such estimates are confidential as they could again be used by existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective marketing strategies thereby causing the Companies specific direct harm.  Indeed, in a number of previous proceedings, the Commission has upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to disaggregate service-specific revenue and demand estimates and forecasts.
 

In summary, the Companies have provided a full answer to AT&T's request regarding the Companies' proposed residential service pricing flexibility in high‑cost areas and the remaining information is confidential.  Therefore, the Companies should not be required to provide any further response.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-402 a) PC

In The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-402 a) PC, AT&T asked Aliant Telecom to provide a reconciliation for the SRB Capitalization and SRB Return on Average Common Equity reports.  The interrogatory also referenced the response to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-406 PC which provided the reconciliation between the audited financial statements and the SRB reports requested in that interrogatory.

In its response, Aliant Telecom submitted that the reconciliations requested had already been provided in the Attachments to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-406 PC and the attachments to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-405 PC.  Aliant Telecom used the results of Island Tel for 1998 to demonstrate that the SRB Capitalization report in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑405 PC, Attachment 2A, page 4 of 8 (which shows separately the amounts of average common equity, average preferred equity and average debt), does indeed reconcile precisely with the Average Net Investment Base shown on The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01-406 PC, Attachment 1, page 4 of 8. 

In its deficiency claim, AT&T states that the information provided only provides a reconciliation at the Average Net Investment Base level, not at the Average Common Equity, Average Preferred Equity and Average Debt levels, as was provided by Bell Canada and MTS.  Aliant Telecom notes that AT&T's question did not specify how the reconciliation was to be performed, nor did it specifically request that the format that was used by Bell Canada or MTS be followed.  Further, in its deficiency request, AT&T did not explain why the Bell Canada or MTS format was necessary for all Companies to follow in responding to the particular question.  Aliant Telecom confirms that neither Average Preferred Equity nor Average Debt changed as a result of the various regulatory adjustments required to produce the SRB reports.  The net regulatory adjustments before averaging adjustment, e.g., $11,763K in the case of Island Tel for 1998, was added to Average Common Equity.

Aliant Telecom submits that its reply fully addresses the information requested in the original interrogatory and clearly shows the reconciliations requested.  Therefore, AT&T has all of the information necessary and no further response is required to the above interrogatory. 

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-403 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide copies of all presentations, briefing documents and reports provided to the investment community for years 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2001 (quarters I and II).  The Companies responded by stating that the requested information was irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.

In its request for further disclosure, AT&T states that it considers the ILECs' presentations, briefing documents and reports provided to the investment community, particularly bond rating agencies, to be highly relevant to issues under consideration.  AT&T surmised that the material deals with the ILECs' historical summaries and assessments of the ongoing impacts of price caps and competition on the regulated segment of their respective operations over the course of the price cap period.  

In response to AT&T's request for further disclosure, the Companies state the following: 

In order to answer the question fully, as AT&T is requesting, the Companies submit that the record would become cluttered with irrelevant, and outdated material which does not address the issues raised by AT&T.  For example, on a regular basis, BCE prepares quarterly and annual reports on its financial performance for the investment community.  In addition, there are a series of conference calls to review the quarterly results.  Most of this material deals with non-regulated aspects of the Company's operations, and has no bearing on the issues being addressed in this proceeding.  Adding this type of information to the record in this proceeding would serve no useful purpose. 

As another example, the ownership structure of the Aliant Telecom companies was altered radically on 1 June 1999.  Copies of presentations from NewTel Enterprises Limited, Bruncor Inc., Island Telecom or Maritime Telegraph & Telephone Company Ltd. prior to 1 June 1999 would be irrelevant in the context of this proceeding.  Further, the strategy of Aliant Telecom has an entirely different focus and is, in fact, entirely different from the strategies of the former operating companies. 

SaskTel is a crown corporation and does not provide the same sort of information to the investment community as do publicly traded corporations.  In the case of SaskTel, there is no significant material to be provided, and the question has been fully answered.

The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA) and the Ontario Securities Commission (OSC) issued new guidelines affecting disclosure of financial information during the 1999 to 2000 time period.  The CICA issued Exposure Draft 1751 Interim Financial Statements in December 1999 and the new rules were adopted effective in Quarter 1, 2001.  The OSC issued proposed rules 52-501 on 10 March 2000 affecting Financial Statements and Annual Information Form and Management's Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations.  These new rules were also effective for Quarter 1, 2001. 

Since these new rules were proposed, the Companies have been revising the nature of the material provided to the investment community during 2000 to conform to the revised requirements.  Since the historical information from 1998 and 1999 was not prepared in a similar manner, it might contain confidential information that could not be released.

In addition, the Companies note that the record already contains sufficient financial information (e.g., audited financial statements as well as annual reports) to enable a complete review of the relevant issues. 

Lastly, the Companies note that, in their view, AT&T is abusing the regulatory process.  This interrogatory is merely a "fishing expedition" to discover information on the competitive and unregulated portions of the Companies' operations, that have no bearing in this proceeding.

For all these reasons, the Companies submit that there is no useful purpose to be served in providing a further response to this interrogatory and AT&T's request for a further response should be denied.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-404 PC

In this interrogatory, AT&T requested that the Companies provide for years 1998-2008, a table with the individual and cumulative net cash flow impacts of the residential rate increases i) approved in Decision 98‑2, ii) resulting from Order 99‑239 which related to the recovery of Local Competition Start-up costs, and iii) resulting from Decision 2000‑745.  The Companies responded that the information requested is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding. 

In order to estimate the net cash flow impacts of the rate changes listed in the interrogatory, the Companies would need to develop reference plan cash flows of residence service and of all other services subscribed to or consumed by all residence customers.  The Companies would then have to determine whether changes to the cash flows for any specific service was due to the increase in residence rates referred to in the interrogatory or to other factors.  For example, cash flows could have been impacted by rate changes to others services, competitor activities or to changes in the economy.  Similarly, the Companies would need to determine whether differences between the cash flows for residence service itself were due to rate changes or to other factors.  Furthermore, there is no clear methodology to estimate the impact of each rate change from the observed cumulative impact of the rate changes.  The level of detail, complexities, and subjective assessments required to provide estimates of net cash flows from 1998 to 2008 would render any conclusions from these numbers meaningless.  As such the requested information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.

Furthermore, the Companies do not have the detailed reference plans necessary to derive the net cash flow impacts on a historical basis nor do they have forecasts at the level of detail required out to 2008.

In its request for disclosure, AT&T notes that the residential rate increases associated with each of the above-noted decisions were intended to assist with the recovery of specific costs incurred by the ILECs during the price cap period.  AT&T claims that the extent to which these costs are recovered at the end of the price cap period in whole, or in part, and correspondingly, the extent to which the rate increases generate non-zero net cash flows for the ILECs during the next price cap period, are relevant to this proceeding. 

In response, the Companies note that under the existing price cap regime, regulation of prices is maintained through the compliance with the Price Cap Indices and Service Band Limits and other governing rules and not on the basis of a net cash flow analysis.  The Companies' rate changes referred to above complied with all price cap regulations and rules and with the Commission's directions.  The Companies would similarly argue against examining the net cash flow impacts of any other rate change during the price cap period as being relevant because they are not relevant in measuring compliance with the price cap regime.  Therefore, an analysis of net cash flows is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding. 

For all of the above reasons, AT&T's request for further information should be denied.

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-405 PC

In this interrogatory, AT&T requested that the Companies "for each of the years 1998‑2002, provide the overall revenue reductions associated with the business rate reductions approved in the company's annual price caps filings required to meet the PCI."

In its disclosure request, AT&T notes that the Companies provided a complete response to the interrogatory with the exception of MTS.  AT&T requests that in light of the Commission's recent decision on disclosure of the revenue information provided in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑407 PC, the response to this interrogatory be revised to include results for MTS.

In response, the Companies note that they are prepared to provide a revised response which will include the MTS information requested by AT&T. 

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-507 PC

In this interrogatory, which relates to the Companies' proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee, AT&T asked the Companies to provide the rationale for establishing a monthly penalty of $0.05 per missed indicator per residential NAS.  In response, the Companies referred AT&T to The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1503 PC, in which it is stated: 

"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 over provision 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."

In its request for a further response, AT&T did not deny that the Companies answered its question.  AT&T merely stated that it wanted further rationale for the $0.05 rate.

In the Companies' view, a penalty of $0.05 per missed indicator per residential NAS satisfies the objectives set out in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1503 PC and cited above.  Therefore, no further response is required.

AT&T also asked whether the Companies believed that an indicator which is below standard 40% of the time demonstrated an adequate level of service quality.  Once again, the Companies referred AT&T to The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1503 PC.  AT&T now claims that its question was not addressed in that interrogatory response.

The Companies disagree.  In part a) of The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1503 PC, the Companies discuss the rationale for determining and counting "penalty ready" and "penalty free" months at great length.  The Companies consider that AT&T's specific question is argumentative and rhetorical.  In any event, the principle underlying AT&T's question has been sufficiently addressed in part a).

Therefore, no further response is required. 

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-509 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide a copy of the methodology and procedures used to produce the monthly results for the Commission's quality of service indicators.  The Companies replied that they do not have formal written manuals which document such methodology.  The Companies went on to describe, as an example only, an informal electronic template which is used by the operations manager in Bell Canada who is responsible for compiling the monthly Quality of Service reports to the Commission. 

AT&T has once again asked that the Commission to direct the Companies to provide all such documentation and procedures, so that there would be a basis for auditing the Companies' results.

The Companies reiterate that they do not have formal written manuals which document such methodology.

As well, although the Companies did attempt to provide AT&T with whatever information they could in response to this interrogatory, the Companies submit that the methodology and procedures used to produce the monthly results for the Commission's quality of service indicators are not relevant to this proceeding.  What is relevant is an examination of the Companies' proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee, rebates pursuant to which would be based on the monthly results.  If, at the conclusion of this proceeding, the Commission decides that the Guarantee is appropriate and should be implemented, the Companies would then be prepared to document formal procedures which could be audited.    

The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01-12 d) PC

The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01-28 b) PC
In these interrogatories, Calgary has requested a further response as to the increased uncertainty and erosion of investor confidence that has arisen due to changes in the economics of local service.

RBC DS replied by referring Calgary to the MSCI Global Telecom (Developed Countries) Index, which is a widely accepted measure of investor confidence, and in addition, discussed how share price performance has been affected by the capital intensity of local service and the regulatory environment for local service.  As such, RBC DS submits that it has fully responded to these interrogatories.

Calgary has reiterated its request for measures of investor confidence relating solely to the economics of local service.

In reply RBC DS notes that virtually all widely traded telecommunications firms have diversified their telecommunications businesses to meet the high growth areas, particularly wireless, data and the Internet.  Accordingly, it would not be possible to develop a useful measure of investor confidence which is restricted to telcos that only offer local telephone service.

The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01-19 a) PC

In part a) of this interrogatory, Calgary requested RBC DS to "…confirm that none of the telcos, which are parties to the proceeding, are seeking changes to either debt costs or allowed ROE, as they did for the going-in revenue requirement in 1997".

RBC DS referred Calgary to section 4.0 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission which deals with the Companies' position on financial issues in the proceeding.

Calgary has requested a further response to the question as noted above.

RBC DS has difficulty responding to the question for several reasons.  First, the premise of the interrogatory is incorrect.  No telco has ever requested the Commission to change its cost of debt.  Secondly, as section 4.0 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission points out, the Companies' proposals for a revised price caps mechanism have no relation whatsoever to rate base/rate of return methodology.  Thirdly, the Commission has recently ruled that, should it decide to adopt an earnings-sharing formula in this proceeding, evidence on fair rate of return on common equity would be addressed in a follow-up item.

For all of these reasons, RBC DS submits that the question is irrelevant.

The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01-19 b) PC

In part b) of this interrogatory, Calgary has requested the underlying data for the table on telecom yields following paragraph 3-15 of the submission.

RBC DS has replied that the request amounts to an inordinate and unnecessary level of detail which would add nothing to the understanding or value of the chart.

Calgary has reiterated its request, claiming that it is customary to have the underlying data to a table provided in evidence.

In reply, RBC DS notes that the chart in question provides telecom yield spreads of certain BBB+ and A rated bond issues over a three year period, based on daily observations of the yield spread over sovereigns.  As such, there would likely be over a thousand data points involved in preparing the chart.  Secondly, the chart was not prepared by RBC DS but by an independent source, Bloomberg.  RBC DS does not have the underlying data in its possession and would have to request Bloomberg to release the data.  Finally, Calgary has not provided any reason why it needs the underlying data except to say that it is "customary" to have it.  If Calgary has reasonable grounds to believe that there is an error in plotting the chart, it should provide an explanation; otherwise RBC DS submits that the request should be denied.

The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01-33 PC

In part a) of this interrogatory, Calgary has asked for a list of the "weak business plans" in the CLEC community which were funded by the capital markets in the recent past.

RBC DS responded that it would not be appropriate to comment on specific business cases.

Calgary has reiterated its request in order to "obtain substance behind the comment".

In reply, RBC DS notes that, once again, Calgary has provided no reason for needing the details other than to verify that the statement is true.  Aside from Calgary's curiosity in "naming names", there is absolutely no reason why the identities of the CLECs (and as a result the identity of the financial firms who funded these CLECs) need to be disclosed on the record of this proceeding.

If Calgary does not agree that the statement is true, it is free to provide its own views to the witness at the hearing or in final argument.

In part b) of this interrogatory, Calgary requested a list of all telecommunications underwritings participated in by RBC DS over the past five years.

RBC DS referred Calgary to the response to The Companies(Calgary)26Jun01‑1 PC where RBC DS provided a more expansive answer than the question required by citing a number of recent examples of its business relationships not only with the Companies but also with cablecos, and telcos that compete with the Companies.

RBC DS notes that it has been involved in approximately 40 underwritings in the telecom sector in Canada over the past five years.  To provide such detail on the public record would be time consuming and unnecessary and would not assist the Commission in a better understanding of the issues in this proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-200 PC

In part c) of this interrogatory, Call-Net requested the Companies to provide an estimate of the absolute dollar value of the productivity offset by year for the next four years of price caps based on the Companies' proposals.  In part d), Call-Net requested that the Companies provide an estimate of what the absolute dollar value of the productivity offset by year for the first four years of price caps would have been if the Companies' proposal had been in place.

In response, the Companies referred Call-Net to The Companies(RCI)26Jun01-27 ii) PC which provided information on the application of the productivity factor in 2002 based on the Companies' proposal.

In its request for disclosure with respect to part c), Call-Net states that it accepts the inability of the Companies to project revenues beyond 2002.  It then claims that "…a proper answer to this question would be to produce data that provides the productivity offset in dollar terms for 2002, by applying the productivity to the expected TSR".  

In response, the Companies note that, as explained in The Companies(RCI)26Jun01-27 ii) PC, a productivity offset applies to the cost component of the TSR calculation.  It is therefore not appropriate to multiply the expected TSR by the productivity factor.  Doing so would not provide any meaningful information.  The Companies also referred Call-Net to The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC, Revised 16 July 2001, for estimates of the TSR for 2002.  As well, the Companies have provided RSR estimates for each of the years 2002 to 2005 in response to ___(CRTC)26Jun01‑1701 PC wherein they applied their proposed productivity offset factor to reduce the cost component of the TSR calculation each year.

In its request for disclosure with respect to part d), Call-Net erroneously states that "the Companies have made no attempt to answer 200(d)".  This is not true.  The Companies note that in The Companies(RCI)26Jun01-27 ii) PC, the Companies stated that "…a corresponding estimate for 2000 and 2001 cannot be provided".  The Companies note that the subsidy requirements under the existing regime are not determined using the approach described in The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01-700 PC.  The Companies' high‑cost bands were defined in Decision 2001‑238, pursuant to the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 2000‑27.  The Companies have not developed costs, nor identified average rate information, on the basis of these bands for prior periods.  Such an exercise would be time consuming and costly.  Furthermore, it would not provide any meaningful information, since the Companies did not operate under such a regime during the previous price cap period.  Finally, the Companies re‑iterate that the under the proposals of Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada and MTS, the productivity offset applies to the cost component of the TSR and not to the value of the TSR itself.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-201 e) PC

In parts e) i) and ii) of this interrogatory, Call-Net requested that the Companies provide their price cap indices in 2005 under two sets of assumptions.  In parts e) iii) and iv), Call‑Net requested that the Companies estimate the difference, in dollars, between these answers for the periods 1998 to 2005 and 2002 to 2005.

The Companies responded to the questions as asked.

In its request for further information, Call-Net states that "…the Companies were asked to calculate in e) ii) the price index if the last regime had continued until 2005.  The Companies' answer takes into account the removal of certain exogenous items (LNP, Local Competition start up) once these items have been fully recovered at the end of 2001.  The Companies then use this fact when deriving the answer to e) iii) and iv), which compares, in dollar terms, the difference between a regime with no exogenous factors to that with exogenous factors."  Call‑Net then concludes, "[s]ince the Companies are not proposing to reduce the going in rates to account for these exogenous factors, to make this interrogatory response accurate the Companies should not make that assumption (i.e. that exogenous factors once given would be removed once they are fully recovered) and recalculate (e)(iii) and (iv) accordingly."  Call‑Net then requests that the Commission to direct the Companies to recalculate their answer without removing the exogenous factors once they are fully recovered.

In response, the Companies note that in the preamble to this question, Call‑Net stated, "[a]ssume the existing price cap regime was extended until 2005 with the only changes being that for the remaining four years, the productivity offset was set at zero (although it was at 4.5% for the first four years), the inflation rate (GDP‑PI) was zero for 2002‑2005, and no additional exogenous factors were approved."

Further, Call-Net had requested in part e) ii) " [a]ssuming a price index of 100 at the beginning of the 1998 price cap regime, with the same inflation rates as used for the price cap period for the years 1998‑2001, and including only exogenous factors that were approved from 1998‑2001, state what the price index would be at the end of 2005." 

In response, the Companies note that the exogenous factors associated with local competition start-up and LNP cost recovery were established as a result of Order 99-239 and were subsequently modified in Order 2000-143.  Essentially, the Commission enabled the Companies to recover some of their costs associated with local competition start-up and LNP over a three-year period – 1999 to 2001.  Implicit in the Commission's direction was the requirement in 2002 to end the recovery of these start-up costs by reversing the exogenous factor.  In the Companies' view, the reversal of the exogenous factor meets the criteria that Call-Net specified in its question namely "the existing price cap regime was extended until 2005 … and no additional exogenous factors were approved" and "to include only exogenous factors that were approved from 1998-2001".

In its request for disclosure, Call-Net then concludes "[s]ince the Companies are not proposing to reduce the going in rates to account for these exogenous factors, to make this interrogatory response accurate the Companies should not make that assumption (i.e. that exogenous factors once given would be removed once they are fully recovered) and recalculate (e)(iii) and (iv)".  In this regard Call-Net is redefining the assumptions posed in its interrogatory.  Rather than requesting information assuming the continuation of the existing price cap regime as it had requested, Call-Net appears to be interested in the Companies' going-in rates associated with the proposed price cap regime.  The redefinition of the assumption upon which the question was asked is inappropriate and out-of-process.  

The Companies re-iterate that they have responded fully to the question, as asked.  Consequently, no further information is required and Call-Net's request should be denied. 

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-502 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net requested the Companies to provide the total number of unbundled loops provided to competitors (excluding affiliates) in each of the years 1998, 1999, 2000 and estimates for 2001 to 2006 broken down by a number of loop categories.

In response, the Companies stated that the information requested is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.

In its request for further information, Call-Net asserts that the requested information is particularly relevant in light of the competitiveness test that the Companies have proposed and the potential for alternative proposals on this test or an extension of the test to unbundled loops.

In response, the Companies note that they have not made any proposals to reclassify loops.  In addition, the Companies note that at paragraph 22 of Public Notice 2001-37, the Commission stated, with respect to Competitor Services:

"The Commission invites proposals on any changes to the current treatment of Utility segment competitor service rates that parties might consider appropriate."

The Companies submit, therefore, that demand for unbundled loops has no relevance to the treatment of Competitor Service rates and as such is outside the scope of this proceeding.  Consequently, Call-Net's request for the release of the loop demand information should be rejected.

In addition, the Companies note that the Companies only possess loop demand information at the aggregate loop type level (that is Types A, B, and C).  The sub-categories identified in Call-Net's request are only used at the time of receiving a request for a specific loop type to determine if the loops available to a specified location satisfy a pre-specified set of criteria.  Since all sub-category loops are rated at the same monthly rate (e.g., an A1 and A2 loop have the same monthly rate and a B1 and B2 loop have the same monthly rate), the Companies do not track demand information below the aggregate loop category level (i.e., Types A, B, and C).  Should the Commission deem it appropriate that the Companies provide loop demand information, the Companies would only be able to provide such information for the aggregate of loop Types A, B, and C. 

However, for all of the reasons outlined above, this information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding.

The Companies(Call‑Net)26Jun01‑603 b) PC

In this interrogatory, Call‑Net requested a comprehensive list of each digital access service in Band A that meets the proposed competitiveness test criteria and the CLEC market share associated with each digital access service in Band A. 

In their response, the Companies referred Call‑Net to The Companies(GT)26Jun01‑9 PC.  In that response, the Companies provided a list, by tariff item, of the services which meet the criteria of the competitiveness test and indicated that the associated estimates of CLEC market share are confidential.

In its request, Call‑Net asks that the Commission order the Companies to release the requested information for public scrutiny on the grounds that the public interest in the information far outweighs any specific direct harm to the Companies from the release of the information.

Subsequent to the filing of the Companies' response to The Companies(Call‑Net)26Jun01‑603 PC, in a letter dated 18 July 2001 in response to a request for disclosure made by AT&T, the Commission ordered the Companies to release the market share loss estimates provided in Table 13 at paragraph 6‑123 of their 31 May 2001 submission.  Consequently, CLEC market share estimates for digital access services in Band A in aggregate, for each of Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada and MTS, are now provided on the public record in Table 13 of the Companies' submission.

The market share statistics provided on the public record by the Companies represent the lowest level of aggregation at which the Companies have produced estimates.  The Companies do not have reliable market share statistics by individual digital access service.  The Companies only have market share statistics for digital access services as a whole.

Further, as noted in The Companies(GT)26Jun01‑9 d) PC, the digital access services can all be used as direct substitutes for one another, depending on customers' applications, so it is most appropriate to apply the competitiveness test to these services at the aggregate level.  Developing meaningful estimates of market share losses for the individual digital access services is difficult, given the significant overlap between the markets for these services.  Therefore, the information provided in Table 13 of the Companies' submission reflect the best estimates of the Companies' actual market share losses to competitors, excluding those operating as pure resellers, for their digital access services in Band A.

With the release of the market share data provided in their submission, the Companies have now provided as much information as they have available. 

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-905 PC

The Companies(ARCetal)26Jun01-504 b) PC

In these interrogatories, the Companies were asked to provide calculations of 1.5% of the annual revenues for basic exchange service.  The Companies directed Call-Net and ARC et al to The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1503 PC, which did not provide this information in the final version which was filed.

The Companies therefore provide the following additional information.  For the year 2000, 1.5% of annual revenues for residence basic exchange service (i.e., the annual cap for the total annual penalty payable under the Residential Service Quality Guarantee) for each of the Companies is as follows:
Aliant Telecom
$3.8M

Bell Canada 

$27.5M 

MTS


$1.7M

SaskTel

$1.5M 

Requests for Quality of Service Information Related to Competitors

The Companies(AT&T)26Jun01-506 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-907 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-908 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-909 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-910 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-911 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-912 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-913 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-914 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-915 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-916 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-918 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-919 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-920 PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-923 PC

In these interrogatories, Call-Net asked the Companies a series of questions pertaining to the quality of service provided to competitors.

In addition, the Companies note that portions of The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01‑919 PC, The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01‑920 PC and The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01‑923 PC also contain requests specific to affiliate issues.  The Companies note that these issues are addressed in Attachment 3 of this reply.

In their responses, the Companies submitted that the requested information is irrelevant and unnecessary for a determination in this proceeding, and not that, in some cases, the information requested would be confidential.

In their requests for further information, AT&T and Call-Net assert that Quality of Service issues are relevant to the current proceeding and hence the Companies should be ordered to respond to the interrogatories as originally posed.

In response, the Companies note that paragraphs 35 and 36 of Public Notice 2001-37 incorporate Quality of Service in the scope of this proceeding in the following way:

"The Commission invites comments on the appropriateness of including a quality of service component in the price regulation regime, or of other methods such as targeted refunds to customers, to address inadequate service quality. 

In addition, the Commission seeks input on the extent to which the telephone companies' adherence to other benchmarks for consumer service, if any (e.g. billing policies, consumer bill of rights), should be linked to the price regulation regime and what form any such benchmarks might take."

That is, Quality of Service is relevant to this proceeding only in the manner in which compliance or non-compliance to standards are linked to the regime.  The standards themselves, and other measures of performance are not within the scope of the proceeding.  Quality of service standards were, however, the subject of recent and extensive proceedings in which AT&T and Call-Net participated, or could have participated.  These proceedings led to the following decisions: 

· Decision 2000-24, Final standards for quality of service indicators for use in telephone company regulation and other related matters; 

· Decision 2001-217, CRTC creates new quality of service indicators for telephone companies; 

· Decision 2001-366, Re: CISC recommended competition-related Quality of Service indicators – Follow up to Decision 2001-217; and

· Decision 2001-375, Commission decision regarding show cause, application to review and vary and application to stay, for indicators 1.5 and 2.5 in Decision CRTC 2001‑217 – CRTC creates new quality of service indicators for telephone companies.

In these decisions, the Commission determined those indicators and standards which it considered to be relevant and appropriate with respect to provisioning and repair service.

In fact, many of these indicators relate specifically to intervals and, in particular, intervals specific to the provision of service to competitors.

If AT&T and Call-Net consider that these indicators which have already been approved by the Commission are inappropriate or that the standards which relate to them are insufficient, they can always file a Part VII application to review and vary any or all of these decisions.  However, the current proceeding is not the correct forum in which to do so.

What is at issue in this proceeding with respect to quality of service is "…the appropriateness of including a quality of service component in the price regulation regime, or of other methods such as targeted refunds to customers, to address inadequate service quality"
 as well as "the extent to which the telephone companies' adherence to other benchmarks for consumer service, if any (e.g. billing policies, consumer bill of rights), should be linked to the price regulation regime and what form any such benchmarks might take."

In other words, whether or by what means Commission-approved quality of service standards should be linked to pricing flexibility is within the scope of this proceeding.  However, the appropriateness of specific quality of service standards which have already been approved by the Commission, or the appropriateness of any new standards, is not.

For the above reasons, the Companies submit that AT&T's and Call-Net's requests should be denied.

The Companies(Distributel)26Jun01-1 c) iii) and d) iii) PC

In part c) iii) of this interrogatory, Distributel requested Bell Canada to provide the ratio of total revenues derived from Bell Canada's provision of Centrex tie trunk terminations to telecommunications service providers (including but not limited to long distance and local competitors) and the total revenues derived from Bell Canada's provision of Centrex tie trunk terminations to all customers.  In part d) iii), Distributel requested that Bell Canada provide the same ratio calculated excluding revenues derived from either end of Centrex tie trunks associated with enhanced exchange-wide dial (EEWD) service.

In their response, the Companies stated that the information requested is irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding and, in any event, would be confidential.

In its request for further information, Distributel claims that the information requested is relevant to an assessment of the appropriateness of the current classification of Centrex tie trunk terminations.  Distributel argues further that although Bell Canada's revenue from Centrex tie trunk terminations might be considered confidential, the ratios requested in parts c) iii) and d) iii) of this interrogatory would not reveal any competitively sensitive information that could be used in the marketplace to the detriment of Bell Canada.  Distributel submits, therefore that Bell Canada should be ordered to supply the information requested in parts c) iii) and d) iii) of this interrogatory. 

In response, Bell Canada notes that the information requested is not readily available.  Bell Canada is extracting the applicable data from Company databases.  The ratios of revenues derived from Bell Canada's provision of Centrex tie trunk terminations to telecommunications service providers to total revenues derived from the provision of Centrex tie trunk terminations to all customers, excluding EEWD as requested in part d) iii), will be calculated and made available by 13 August 2001.  The ratio calculated including EEWD tie trunk termination revenues, as requested in part c) iii), will not be provided however.  Providing both ratios would provide information regarding a single customer, which is competitively sensitive, and would not assist Distributel in its stated objective of making an assessment of the appropriateness of the current classification of Centrex tie trunk terminations.  Information on revenues pertaining to a single customer would be invaluable to existing and potential competitors and could be used by them to formulate more effective marketing strategies which would cause the Company specific direct harm. 

With the exception of the additional information that Bell Canada has agreed to provide, for the reasons set out above, no further response is required.  

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-2 PC (SaskTel only)

In this interrogatory, Group Telecom requested the Companies to provide 2002 forecasts of residence NAS broken down into two components – one for non high-cost bands combined and one for high-cost bands combined.  Group Telecom also requested 2002 forecast revenues by the same categories using currently approved rates and the 2002 maximum allowable rates.  

SaskTel provided 2002 forecast average residence NAS and revenue information for the combined high-cost bands only.  

Group Telecom states that the requested information is required for two reasons:  "to allow interveners to make rough estimates of the revenue and subsidy requirement impacts under various scenarios for residence price increases", and to provide "an indication of the revenue that could be generated under proposed 2002 maximum allowable rates".  Group Telecom requests disclosure of the information for non high-cost bands in SaskTel's territory. 

It is SaskTel's position that information relating to residence non high-cost NAS and revenue is unnecessary for the analysis proposed by Group Telecom.  In terms of revenue and subsidy requirement impacts, Group Telecom acknowledges that price increases in non high-cost bands will not be offset by a reduced subsidy requirement; nor would it be increased by a reduction in residence rates in non high-cost bands.  It is SaskTel's view that the NAS and revenue information provided would be sufficient for Group Telecom to determine the subsidy impacts of residence price increases.

Group Telecom states they are concerned that excessive pricing flexibility in the residence market in non high-cost bands will provide a source of funding for aggressive ILEC pricing strategies in markets which are more attractive for entry, such as the non high-cost business market.  In response, SaskTel would direct Group Telecom's attention to the interrogatory response, which notes clearly that SaskTel does not propose to increase residence or business rates in 2002.  Thus, Group Telecom's alleged concerns are unfounded and are, in any event, without merit.

It is SaskTel's view that Group Telecom's arguments for the disclosure of NAS and revenue forecasts for SaskTel's non high‑cost bands are irrelevant, in terms of the subsidy impacts of rate increases, and unfounded, in respect of "excessive pricing flexibility" and "aggressive ILEC pricing strategies".  SaskTel submits, therefore, that Group Telecom's request for disclosure should be denied.  

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-24 b) iii) PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked whether service level agreements (SLAs) signed with large customers typically embody a cap on any penalties/rebates for failure to meet agreed-upon service levels and, if so, whether the cap typically exceeds 1.5% of total contracted revenues.  The Companies replied that the information requested was irrelevant and unnecessary for a decision in this proceeding. 

In its request for a further response, Group Telecom argues that such information is required to assess the reasonableness of the proposed annual cap of penalties payable pursuant to the proposed Residential Service Quality Guarantee.  

The information requested by Group Telecom is not relevant since there can be no reasonable linkage between the Residential Service Quality Guarantee (RSQG) and SLAs.  SLAs are customer-specific, both in terms of service standards to be met and penalties, if any, to be paid if standards are not met.  Typically, in those cases where SLAs specify performance penalties, they are in the form of flat dollar amounts per breach, or are expressed as a percentage of customer-specific revenue.  

The RSQG is quite different.  In this case, the base of revenues at stake is all basic service revenues from all customers, not just those customers who have experienced a shortcoming in meeting service standards.  Consequently, a very substantial base of revenues is at stake.  When weighing the considerations described in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01‑1503 PC, it is the revenue base which is the relevant factor, and not the terms of customer-specific SLAs. 

The Companies(RCI)26Jun01-35 PC

In this interrogatory, the Companies were asked to provide, for each company, the amount of the rate increase required to fully rebalance local residential service rates in each of Bands E, F, and G.  The Companies responded that the requested band-level estimates are confidential, as they would enable existing and potential competitors to derive estimates of band-level residence NAS which are confidential.  The Companies also referenced The Companies(CRTC)27Apr01‑700 PC, Revised 16 July 2001, and the company‑specific responses to ___(CRTC)26Jun01‑1701 PC.  

RCI claims that TELUS has provided the requested information in response to TELUS(RCI)26Jun01-14.  A review of that response indicates that TELUS provided the rate increases necessary to eliminate the subsidy in these bands based on the Commission's estimates of residence PES costs, incorporating the $60 per year implicit subsidy from optional local services.  

In response, the Companies note that if this is what RCI meant by rebalancing local residential rates (i.e., the amount of the rate increase that would be required based on the Commission's costs to eliminate the Total Subsidy Requirement (TSR) in each high-cost band), the Companies' response is still that the information requested is confidential.  If the Companies were to release the amount of the band-level increases needed to eliminate the TSR then this information combined with estimates of the total TSR band could be used to derive estimates of band-level residence NAS.  Such estimates are confidential for all of the reasons set out in the Companies' response to AT&T's disclosure request related to The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC.  However, the Companies would note that in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC, for some of the Companies, the amount of the TSR per NAS for all high-cost bands combined was provided.  For these companies, this amount would represent the increase, on average, that would be required across all high-cost bands to eliminate the subsidy requirement.  For those Companies where this information was not disclosed, the rationale for the confidentiality claim is set out in the Companies' response to AT&T's deficiency request with respect to the response provided in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC.

The Companies' Position on Affiliate Information

The Companies note that certain competitors (Group Telecom and Call-Net) have used this proceeding to also request information on the activities of in-region affiliates offering telecom services in competition with these competitors in the relevant markets.  In the Companies' submission, Group Telecom and Call-Net are simply trying to use the price cap proceeding as a means of revisiting earlier Commission rulings with which they are dissatisfied or of obtaining competitively sensitive information about the pricing practices of their competitors.  Call-Net and AT&T have already embarked upon unsuccessful fishing expeditions of this type in the past.
  The Commission should not permit interveners to abuse the process by seeking to obtain information that is well beyond the scope of the price cap review proceeding and cannot be considered relevant to the purposes of the proceeding as outlined by the Commission.  

The price cap regime is one of many elements that influences competition.  Certain interveners appear to have taken the position that any matter that could be considered to influence competition is relevant in this proceeding.  This is not a proceeding on competition, it is a proceeding to address the issues germane to the price cap regime only.  The Companies respectfully submit that the Commission should be vigilant in ensuring that it maintains its focus on essential issues and suggest that matters that need not be addressed in order to construct the next price cap regime should be the subject of a separate proceeding, if further investigation is required.

The following section outlines the approach the Companies have taken to a determination of what is and what is not relevant in this proceeding.  Following this general overview is a specific response to each of the requests raised by Group Telecom and Call-Net.

Information Relevant to the Current Proceeding

Of all of the issues noted in Public Notice 2001-37, wherein the scope of this proceeding is provided, the only issue to which affiliate information may be germane is the one pertaining to company financial results.  Information regarding Utility segment services supplied by the Companies to their affiliates may be relevant to the current proceeding to the extent that such services have a material impact on the Utility segment financial results, although the specific details of affiliate telecom purchases, including order quantities, may be confidential pursuant to Article 11 of the Terms of Service or for reasons of competitive harm.  Similarly, services provided to the Companies by affiliates may be relevant in order to ensure that Utility segment expenses reflect appropriate prices paid for such services.

With the exception of investments in directory publishing affiliates, all investments in affiliates are recorded in the Competitive segment of the Companies.  As such they do not affect Utility segment results and are irrelevant to the current proceeding.

Operations of the affiliates, including who they are, where they operate, the products and services they offer and consume, their pricing practices and the revenues generated from providing services to the public have no effect on the Companies' Utility segment results.  They have no bearing whatsoever on an evaluation of the appropriate price cap regime and are therefore irrelevant to the current proceeding.

Ensuring that the Companies' Utility segment does not overpay for services provided by affiliates, or is not underpaid for services provided to affiliates does not imply that competitors need to know the nature and extent of each service that is consumed nor how such services are used to provide competitive retail services to customers.

The Companies' 31 May 2001 submission has stressed the importance of a healthy and vibrant competitive market in shaping the new price cap framework.  It is important, however, to distinguish the Companies' price cap proposals particularly as they relate to input costs for competitors, from the retail sales and marketing strategies of the competitive in-region affiliates of the Companies.  In the past several years, competitors have taken the opportunity to address these latter issues by way of complaint letters as well as a Part VII Application by Call-Net.  They remain free to do so in the future.  However, the current proceeding should not be used as a fishing expedition to reveal competitively sensitive information on affiliate activities or to explore the retail activities of affiliates.  Evidence on the retail activities of affiliates will not assist the Commission in a better understanding of the issues enunciated in Public Notice 2001-37.  Moreover, the already constrained hearing schedule will not permit the inclusion of additional, irrelevant topics.  Finally, it is unclear what remedy the competitors are seeking or how it would be implemented; in any event, it would be unfair to the Companies to include additional issues not envisioned in Public Notice 2001-37, at this stage of the proceeding by way of a deficiency ruling, since the Companies neither have a clear indication of the nature of the problem nor an opportunity to file evidence to address it.

In their requests for further disclosure, Group Telecom and Call-Net have advanced several notions as to why the Commission should allow this proceeding to be used for the purpose of allowing competitors to examine the activities of in-region reseller and carrier affiliates.  In the Companies' submission none of them is compelling.

At paragraph 61 of its submission, Group Telecom has cited the Commission's "affiliate rule" in Order 99‑972, noting that the restriction does not apply to affiliated Canadian carriers.  The obvious implication in making this reference to the affiliate rule is that Group Telecom intends to examine the activities of the various carrier affiliates in order to determine whether this ruling remains appropriate.  Call-Net at paragraph 55 also states that this is one of its major reasons in requesting affiliate information i.e., "whether the affiliate rule should be extended to Canadian carrier affiliates".  In reply, the Companies note that if Group Telecom and Call‑Net wish to make an application to review and vary Order 99-972, they are free to do so.  However, such a request is clearly outside the bounds of this proceeding.  Moreover, allowing competitors to gather information for purposes of making such a request in the future is both time-consuming and improper.  The Companies submit that the Commission should not allow this proceeding to become, in part, an "information gathering" opportunity so that competitors can launch review and vary applications concerning a previous Commission decision.

Group Telecom also claims that its request for responses in this proceeding can be supported simply on the basis that Group Telecom has largely re-written the Commission's own interrogatories in Public Notice 2000-98, Seeking comments on telcos' forbearance outside their traditional territories.  The issue in that proceeding directly relates to the out-of-territory affiliates of the ILECs.  Contrary to Group Telecom's views, issues do not become relevant in the current proceeding simply because the Commission has posed similar questions in an entirely unrelated proceeding.  Moreover, one can assume that if the Commission had wanted such information on the record in this proceeding, it could easily have posed such questions.  After all, Group Telecom has simply modified the wording of the Commission's own interrogatories.

The only other general submission supporting the need for this information was provided by Call-Net at paragraphs 55 and 56.  In particular, Call-Net submits that it should be appropriate for parties to gather the factual information necessary to determine whether there should be an imputation test imposed on ILEC's pricing of services to affiliates.  Call‑Net's submission is less clear on whether the Commission should allow this fact gathering activity in anticipation for some future proceeding on pricing of services to affiliates or whether Call‑Net intends to argue that the Commission should impose such an imputation test on pricing to affiliates in this proceeding.  Call-Net does, however, admit that it is not appropriate "at this point in the proceeding" to debate whether such changes are in the public interest.  In reply, the Companies note that the linkage between the issues addressed in Public Notice 2001-37 and ILEC pricing to affiliates is tenuous at best.  Moreover it is clear that the Commission does not need to gather voluminous information on every service provided by an ILEC to an affiliate, in order to determine that the ILEC's Utility segment results properly reflect revenues associated with Utility services.  In this regard, Bell Canada has made reference to its pricing policy with Bell Nexxia in response to both Group Telecom and Call‑Net interrogatories.  While the details of that pricing policy were treated as confidential in a separate proceeding (and not challenged in this proceeding), that pricing policy is a full response to the concerns raised by Call‑Net.  Bell Canada is prepared to file it in confidence with the Commission, should the Commission consider it relevant for purposes of this proceeding.

For all of the above reasons, the Companies submit that information on the operations and marketing practices of the Companies' affiliates are not relevant and should not be required to be produced on the record of this proceeding.

The following discussion addresses the specific requests for further disclosure by Group Telecom and Call‑Net.  For purposes of responding to The Companies(GT)26Jun01‑12 PC, as noted in the Companies' response to part b) of that interrogatory, the Companies are using the term "affiliate" to mean ILEC affiliates (other than those operating solely as wireless service providers) who provide local network services in the traditional operating territory of each of the Companies.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 a) PC

In part a) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has requested that the Companies provide information comparable to that provided in Table A-1 in Appendix 1 to the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission, for each affiliate.

The Companies responded that such information is irrelevant.

The purpose in providing Appendix 1 to the Companies' submission was to provide an overview of the competitive landscape in Canada.  There would be no value in adding affiliates to the table as they do not compete with the ILECs.  The Companies rely on the general submissions noted above as to why details on affiliate activities are not relevant to the current proceeding.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) i) and ii) PC

In parts i) and ii) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has complained that the response provided falls short of a complete response in that the Companies failed to provide a list of the tariffed telecommunications services provided to affiliates; and confirmation that where any of the services provided to affiliates are tariffed for other customers, these services are also provided to the affiliate on the basis of the tariff.

In reply, the Companies rely on the general submissions noted above as to why details on each and every tariff service supplied to affiliates would be irrelevant.  More importantly the Companies submit that that Group Telecom has received a full response to its second concern.  The Companies have stated in their response to this interrogatory that Utility services are provided to affiliates in accordance with the applicable tariff.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) iii) PC

In part iii) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has modified its original request in light of the Companies' confidentiality claims to a disclosure of the proportion of total compensation received from affiliates for non-tariffed services, that is derived from charges embodying a mark-up falling in each of the following categories:  a) greater than or equal to 25%, b) greater than or equal to 15%, but less than 25%, or c) less than 15%.

In reply, the Companies note that Group Telecom is requesting the Commission to require the Companies to supply information on Competitive segment services (i.e., non-tariffed services) provided to affiliates which is clearly beyond the scope of this proceeding.  Moreover it is not clear from Group Telecom's revised request whether Group Telecom is looking for information on Competitive segment telecom services or rather all services provided to affiliates.  If it is the latter, Group Telecom has all of the information that is readily available in the attachments to part vi).

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) iv) PC

In part iv) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has requested a comprehensive list of affiliates that purchased tariffed services from the ILEC for the years 1998, 1999 and 2000.

The Companies have stated that such information is irrelevant and rely on the general submissions noted above as to why it is inappropriate to have the Companies place such information on the record of this proceeding.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) v) PC

In part v) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has requested a comprehensive list of all tariffed competitor services purchased from the company by affiliates for 1998, 1999 and 2000.

In its request for disclosure, Group Telecom has clarified that it is not requesting tariffed services for each affiliate but rather for affiliates as a whole.

In reply, the Companies note that they have already referred Group Telecom to The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑205 PC, for a list of Utility services provided by each ILEC.  It is submitted that Group Telecom generally has the information it is now seeking in that response and that Group Telecom has failed to provide reasons why a more detailed response is necessary.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) viii) b), c) and d) PC

In parts viii) b), c) and d) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom asked a series of questions regarding service bundles which the Companies regarded as irrelevant for the reasons noted below.

In part viii) b), the question relates to service bundles provided by the ILEC.  However, the specific information Group Telecom is seeking relates to bundles of non-tariffed (i.e., Competitive segment) services with affiliate services.

The Companies submit that this is patently irrelevant as none of the services in the bundle affect Utility segment financial results.

In parts c) and d), the interrogatory relate to service bundles provided by the affiliate which include ILEC services as part of the affiliate bundle.

The Companies claimed this information to be irrelevant and rely on the general submissions noted above as to why details on affiliate services are not relevant to the current proceeding.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) ix) PC

In part ix) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has requested the Companies to identify which affiliates, operating as facilities‑based carriers, resell tariffed local exchange facilities of the ILEC in order to provide in-region local exchange services.

The Companies have claimed that this request is irrelevant.  As noted in the general submission, above, the affiliate rule in Order 99-972 is not at issue in this proceeding.  Should interveners believe there are reasons to revisit the determinations of the Commission on this matter, then they are free make an application to the Commission.  The Companies submit that it is not appropriate to use the price cap proceeding to collect information that may be used in future proceedings, when that information is not germane to the price cap regime. 

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) xi), xii) and xiii) PC

In part xi) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom has requested details on the pricing policies of affiliates who are operating as facilities‑based carriers and who have resold tariffed local exchange facilities of the affiliated ILEC.

The Companies have submitted that such information is irrelevant and rely on the general submissions noted above as to why details on affiliate services are not relevant for the current proceeding.

In part xii), Group Telecom has posed a similar question to part xi) but is now focussed on reseller affiliates as opposed to Canadian carrier affiliates of the ILEC.

The Companies have claimed that such information is irrelevant for the reasons noted in part xi) above.

In part xiii), Group Telecom has requested information on the role of Bell Nexxia in marketing Local Link, Centrex and other ILEC local network services and facilities.

The Companies have submitted that such information is irrelevant for the reasons noted in part xi) above.

The Companies(GT)26Jun01-12 b) xvi) PC

In part xvi) of this interrogatory, Group Telecom is requesting the Companies to identify the local network services provided by affiliates, and, for each service, indicate whether a comparable service is available from the ILEC and, if so, if it is tariffed.

The Companies have submitted that the information is irrelevant.

Group Telecom has argued that the purpose for this request is to test the adequacy of the affiliate resale rule in Order 99-972 as well as to ensure that new and existing services are provided by the ILEC in accordance with regulatory requirements.

In reply, the Companies rely on the general submission, noted above, that details of affiliate services are not relevant to the current proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1101 PC

In this interrogatory, Bell/MTS were asked whether Bell Intrigna leases local loops.

The parties replied that this question is irrelevant.

Call-Net has stated in its deficiency request that the purpose of the question is to establish that out-of-territory affiliates rely on ILEC unbundled loops to provide service to their customers.

Bell Canada and MTS rely on the general submission noted above as to why details on affiliate services (in this case out-of-territory services) are irrelevant to the current proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-919 m) PC

In part m) of this interrogatory, Bell Canada was asked for information regarding service levels provided by Bell Nexxia to its customers for services leased from Bell Canada.

Bell Canada responded that the question is irrelevant.

While Call-Net did not address part m) specifically in its deficiency letter, Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, as to why details on Bell Nexxia's service levels are irrelevant in the current proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-920 d) and e) PC

In parts d) and e) of this interrogatory, Call-Net requests SLA commitments made by Bell Nexxia to its five largest customers and to list the penalties associated with breaches of these SLAs.

Bell Canada has responded that such information is irrelevant.

Call‑Net has not provided any particular justification why affiliate SLA information is relevant and Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, that details regarding services provided by affiliates are irrelevant.  In addition, see the Companies' comments regarding the deficiency claim for The Companies(GT)26Jun01-24 b) iii) for an explanation as to why terms in SLAs are not relevant in regard to service quality rebates proposed in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-923 PC
In this interrogatory, Bell Canada was asked for information regarding a comparison of service levels provided to large customers versus those provided to Bell Nexxia and by Bell Nexxia to its customers for services leased from Bell Canada.

Bell Canada responded that the question is irrelevant.

Although, in its deficiency request, Call-Net only addressed this interrogatory in the section dealing with quality of service, Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, as to why details on Bell Nexxia's service levels are irrelevant in the current proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1004 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net is requesting a detailed list of the telecommunications services provided by Bell Nexxia and the company that provides Sympatico services.

Bell Canada has responded that the question is irrelevant.

Call-Net in its deficiency request has explained that the purpose of asking the question is to establish the relationship between regulated services provided by Bell Canada to Bell Nexxia and in the case of Sympatico, the relationship of the services provided by Bell Canada to the company that provides Sympatico service.

In reply, Bell Canada notes that, in the case of Bell Nexxia, the provision of a detailed list of services provided by Bell Nexxia to its customers would not permit Call‑Net "…to establish the relationship between the regulated services provided by Bell Canada to Nexxia".  It would merely be the start of a tedious and time consuming analysis as to which tariffed services of Bell Canada may be used in the provision of non-legacy services provided by Bell Nexxia.  For example, the fact that Bell Nexxia provides IP VPN service to certain of its customers, would not tell Call‑Net anything about the various technologies (e.g., dedicated/DSL) that may be deployed, or the range of bandwidths that the customer may choose for access requirements, depending upon the circumstances.

More importantly, Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, that details concerning Bell Nexxia's products and services are irrelevant.

With respect to the Sympatico service offering, Call-Net has misinterpreted the response provided in The Companies(RCI)26Jun01‑31 PC.  That response noted that Sympatico service, for the years in question, was provided by Bell ActiMedia.  For internal business reasons, the Sympatico business was moved from Bell ActiMedia into Bell Canada in 2001 and is now a Bell Canada service.  Therefore, the affiliate "relationship" that Call-Net seeks to establish for Sympatico does not exist.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1007 d) PC

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1008 PC

In these interrogatories, Call-Net had originally requested the details regarding whether Bell Nexxia has ever sold any retail services at prices which are below the tariffed rates (or non-tariff rates plus a mark-up) for the underlying services provided by Bell Canada to Bell Nexxia.

Bell Canada claimed confidentiality on the response and referred the Commission to a separate proceeding initiated by Call-Net on the same issue, which was concluded last year.

In Call-Net's deficiency request, Call-Net has dropped its request for details and would be satisfied with a general answer describing the circumstances, if such circumstances do exist.

Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, that retail activities of Bell Nexxia are beyond the scope of this proceeding.  Bell Canada also notes that the description of Bell Nexxia's pricing policy, provided in the separate Call-Net proceeding noted above, if confidential. 

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1009 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net seeks similar information to that requested in The Companies(Call‑Net)26Jun01‑1008 PC and The Companies(Call‑Net)26Jun01‑1107 PC.  In particular, Call-Net is attempting to determine whether Bell Nexxia purchases underlying components from Bell Canada in order to provide wholesale high-speed Internet service to ISPs at prices that are below the underlying tariff rates.

Bell Canada notes that the additional aspect of this question relating to Sympatico is based on a misunderstanding of how Sympatico service is offered, as noted above in response to a similar request in The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1004 PC.

With regard to the Bell Nexxia wholesale DSL offering, Call-Net states that the purpose for seeking this information is "…to assist in the determination of whether imputation test restrictions or changes to the ILEC affiliate rules may be appropriate".

Bell Canada relies on the general submissions, noted above, that not only is a review and vary of Order 99-972 beyond the scope of this proceeding, but also that the prices that Bell Nexxia charges to its customers, be they wholesale or retail, are irrelevant in this proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1010 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net seeks to determine Bell Nexxia's pricing policy for services it sells to its customers.

Bell Canada has relied on both the irrelevancy and confidentiality of the information requested.

Call-Net has stated that the purpose of the question is to determine whether Bell Nexxia operates as a separate profit centre by ensuring that Bell Nexxia's prices cover its incremental costs.

In reply, Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, as to the irrelevancy and confidentiality of Bell Nexxia's pricing policy for purposes of this proceeding.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1012 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net has asked for details regarding the organization chart for personnel in the carrier services group.

Bell Canada has claimed that the requested information is irrelevant.

Call-Net has noted that the purpose of the question is to uncover the relationship between Bell Nexxia and Bell Canada when providing services to competitors.

Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, that details of Bell Nexxia activities are irrelevant in this proceeding.  Bell Canada also notes that the information requested is both unnecessarily detailed, as well as ineffective in achieving Call-Net's stated purpose.  The provision of a detailed organization chart for the carrier services group will not assist the Commission in a better understanding of how Bell Canada's services are provided to competitors.  Further, the practices of the carrier services group, which are effective in protecting the confidentiality of customer sensitive information, are not relevant to the nature of the next price cap regime.

The Companies(Call-Net)26Jun01-1013 PC

In this interrogatory, Call-Net seeks details regarding the nature of co-location arrangements between Bell Nexxia and Bell Canada.

In its deficiency claim, Call-Net wishes to determine whether Bell Nexxia is receiving an undue preference contrary to subsection 27(2) of the Telecommunications Act in the provision of co‑location space.

Bell Canada relies on the general submission, noted above, that details regarding how Bell Nexxia obtains co‑location arrangements are irrelevant for purposes of this proceeding.

� 	For example, in its 17 July 1997 disclosure ruling, the Commission upheld Bell Canada and other Companies' confidentiality claims with respect to all of the disaggregate service-specific revenue and cost information filed in ___(CRTC)1May97-508 PCII in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 97-11.  See also the Commission's 30 September 1998 ruling with respect to confidentiality of the disaggregate information filed in SRCI(CRTC)19Jun98-1103 HCSA and Bell(CRTC)19Jun98-1204 HCSA in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 97-42, and its ruling dated 21 March 2000 on the confidentiality of the information filed in The Companies(CRTC)14Jan01-201 RCM.  Similarly, in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 99-5, the Commission upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to the disaggregate NAS information filed in The Companies(CRTC)24Feb99-109 PN 99-5.  For additional references to Commission rulings related to the confidentiality of disaggregate NAS data, see the Companies' response to AT&T's disclosure request related to the information provided in ___(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC.


�	See, for example, responses to The Companies(CRTC)14Jan00-201 RCM and SaskTel(CRTC)23May00�1 RCM. 


�	Commission letter dated 21 March 2000, File:  8695-C12-06/99.


� 	See, for example, the Commission's 17 July 1997 disclosure ruling in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 97-11 wherein the Commission upheld Bell Canada and other Companies' confidentiality claims with respect to all of the disaggregate service- and band-specific information filed in ___(CRTC)1May97�508 PCII.  See also the Commission's 30 June 1998 ruling on SATAT's request for the provision of band-specific NAS in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 97-41, and the Commission's 30 September 1998 ruling with respect to confidentiality of the disaggregate NAS, revenue and cost information filed in SRCI(CRTC)19Jun98-1103 HCSA and Bell(CRTC)19Jun98�1204 HCSA in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 97-42.  Similar determinations were made by the Commission in its ruling dated 21 March 2000 on the confidentiality of service-specific disaggregate information filed in The Companies(CRTC)14Jan01-201 RCM in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 99-6.  As well, the Commission upheld the Companies' confidentiality claim with respect to the disaggregate NAS information filed in The Companies(CRTC)24Feb99-109 PN 99-5 in the proceeding initiated by Public Notice 99-5. 


� 	See the references provided in the previous footnote.  As well, in its 20 May 1998 ruling pertaining to a dispute filed on 29 September 1997 pursuant to CISC procedures, the Commission determined that the number of residential NAS in a band should be publicly disclosed as part of the Contribution Fund reporting only once there are three or more LECs operating in a band.  Otherwise, the information should be provided to the Commission only, on a confidential basis.   


�	See also the Companies' response to ARC et al's further request for information related to The Companies(ARC et al)26Jun01-100 PC, wherein the Companies provide further detail on the difficulties associated with developing such projections.  





�	For a list of some of these Commission rulings, see the Companies' response to AT&T's deficiency claim with respect to the information filed in confidence in The Companies(CRTC)26Jun01-1701 PC.  


� 	Indicators Related to Service Provisioning





Indicator 1.1 (Provisioning Interval), Indicator 1.2 (Installation Appointments Met), Indicator 1.3 (Held Orders per 100 NAS Inward Movement), Indicator 1.4 (Held Upgrades per 100 Upgrade Requests – Rural), Indicator 1.5 (Access to Business Office – On Hold Duration), Indicator 1.6 (Competitor Installation Appointment Met), Indicator 1.7 (On-Time Activation of PICs for APLDS), Indicator 1.8 (New Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met), Indicator 1.9 (Migrated Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met), Indicator 1.10 (Local Number Portability Order (Standalone) Service Interval[s] Met), Indicator 1.11 (Competitor Interconnection Trunk Order Service Interval Met), Indicator 1.12 (Local Service Request Confirmed Due Dates Met), Indicator 1.13 (Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Late Completions), Indicator 1.14 (Unbundled Type A and B Loops Held Orders), Indicator 1.15 (Local Number Portability Order (Standalone) Late Completions), Indicator 1.16 (Bill & Keep Interconnection Trunk Order Late Completions), Indicator 1.17 (Local Service Request (LSR) Rejection Rate), and Indicator 1.18 (LSR Turnaround Time Met). 





Indicators Related to Repair Service





Indicator 2.1 (Out of Service Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 Hours), Indicator 2.2 (Repair Appointments Met), Indicator 2.3 (Initial Customer Trouble Reports per 100 NAS), Indicator 2.4 (Community Isolation), Indicator 2.5 (Access to Repair Bureau), Indicator 2.6 (Competitor Repair Appointments Met), Indicator 2.7 (Competitor Out of Service Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 Hours), Indicator 2.7A (Mean Time to Clear Competitor Out of Service Trouble Reports Outside the Performance Standard of Indicator 2.7), Indicator 2.8 (Migrated Local Loop Completion Notices to Competitors), Indicator 2.8A (New Loop Status Provided to Competitors), and Indicator 2.9 (Competitor Degraded Trouble Reports Cleared within 48 Hours). 





� 	Public Notice 2001-37, paragraph 35.


� 	Public Notice 2001-37, paragraph 36.


�	AT&T Canada letter of March 17, 2000 regarding allegations of predatory pricing; Call-Net Part VII application of August 15, 2000 regarding activities of Bell Canada and Bell Nexxia in their pricing of interexchange voice services.
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