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PUBLIC NOTICE CRTC 2001-37

PRICE CAP REVIEW AND RELATED ISSUES

REPLY ARGUMENT

OF

MTS COMMUNICATIONS INC.

Filed October 31, 2001

INTRODUCTION

1. Pursuant to the procedures established in Telecom Public Notice CRTC 2001-37, Price cap review and related issues,  as amended by the Commission’s letter dated 11 October 2001, the following supplementary reply argument of MTS Communications Inc. (“MTS” or the “Company”) is filed in response to the Oral and Written Arguments of MKO in this proceeding. MTS is a party to and adopts the Reply Argument filed by The Companies regarding all other matters forming the subject matter of this proceeding. 

2. MTS notes that, in many respects, the arguments raised by MKO have already been addressed in detail by MTS in its Oral Argument and in the common Written Argument filed October 22, 2001 by The Companies in this proceeding. MTS will not repeat all of its previous submissions here. MTS will restrict its reply arguments and comments raised by MKO that deal with certain points or matters that were not specifically dealt with in the Company’s Oral or Written Argument or which are necessary in order for there to be a clear, correct and factual understanding of the facts concerning MTS’s Service Improvement Plan (SIP) and to demonstrate that MKO’s concerns and its criticism of MTS’s SIP are unfounded. 

3. Failure to address any arguments made by MKO does not imply acceptance of such arguments, as they are contrary to the Company’s position.  

MKO'S  OBJECTIONS  TO  MTS’S SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PLAN UNFOUNDED

4. MKO’s argument questions whether MTS’s SIP is consistent with Decision 99-16.  In this reply, MTS demonstrates that MTS’s SIP is consistent with Decision 99-16

5. In its Argument, MKO accuses MTS, unjustifiably, as being “indifferent” and “ignorant” of the needs of First Nations communities in Manitoba. In this reply, MTS demonstrates MKO has unfairly and grossly mischaracterized MTS. 

6. In its Argument, MKO suggests MTS’s SIP is flawed in that it does not propose to provide low-speed Internet access at local rates in several small and very remote communities that are presently served by satellite facilities.  For this reason, MKO recommends that the Commission should (except for expenditures for 2002) defer approving MTS’s SIP, and direct MTS to participate in a Consultative Committee with MKO to  (1) bridge a perceived communications gap regarding existing service and (2) report back to the Commission within a year regarding future service levels and their achievement through a Service Improvement Plan.  In this reply, MTS demonstrates that MKO’s recommendation is unwarranted.

7. In specific reply to the contentions and suggestions raised by MKO in its Argument, the Company provides the following comments which MTS submits confirm and demonstrate the further process proposed by MKO is not warranted and MTS’s SIP should be approved as filed. 

NEEDS OF FIRST NATIONS & THOSE IN NORTHERN MANITOBA

8. At the outset, MTS rejects MKO’s assertion that MTS is indifferent to the needs of First Nations or those residing in Northern Manitoba.  Nothing is or could be further from the truth.   To the contrary, the Commission need look no further than the following facts which are a matter of public record:

(i) First, MKO’s suggestion is inconsistent with the fact that MTS is investing $55 million in a Service Improvement Plan in Northern Manitoba. Many of these upgrades and improvements are to  First Nations communities.  Attached as Appendix 1 is Attachment 1 from the Company’s response to interrogatory MTS(MKO)26Jun01-1 PC that summarizes the upgrades proposed in virtually all MKO communities for the Commission’s ready reference. 

(ii) Second, MTS has three major commercial offices located in Northern Manitoba. These are located in Thompson, The Pas and Flin Flon. .  In addition, MTS has employees residing throughout Northern Manitoba.  MTS service personnel are located in Garden Hill, Gillam, Norway House, Churchill, Cross Lake, God’s Lake Narrows, and Leaf Rapids, in addition to Thompson, Flin Flon and The Pas.  MTS’s workforce includes Aboriginal people who are residents in these communities. MTS notes some of these locations are also MKO communities.  Further, MTS technicians are present in other Northern and First Nations communities on a routine basis and work and speak with residents regularly.  The Company has provided service in Northern Manitoba for many decades.  Any suggestion that MTS is not aware of the needs of Northern Manitobans or First Nations is simply not accurate.

(iii) Further, MTS senior management have, no less than 10 times over the past year, met with Chiefs and Council of different First Nations in Northern Manitoba, concerning a wide range of service, network and operations issues.  MTS notes these meetings are over and above any service or maintenance calls.  In fact, MTS has met with the leadership of Marcel Columb First Nation 3 times within the last six months alone, concerning their network needs for a new residential development.  

(iv) Clearly, MTS does meet with First Nations. MTS is very much aware of their needs, and the needs of other Northern Manitobans.  If the leadership of any First Nation wishes to meet with MTS, this need not be directed by the Commission, or be the subject of any regulatory supervision. In fact, there is no valid reason to do so.   

(v) The Commission will be aware, via the resolution of written complaints from several MKO First Nation communities in Northern Manitoba in 1999 and 2000, that MTS, had identified the need to upgrade its existing analog radio system with an improved, higher-capacity and more capable digital radio system, and  proposed do so as part of its SIP in this proceeding.
 

(vi) Indeed, in August 2000 the Commission, in response to MKO’s complaints to the Commission, wrote to the Grand Chief of MKO, as well as the Chief of the Island Lake Tribal Council, and others in Northern Manitoba, acknowledging this need, as well as MTS’s commitment to replace the analog radio equipment, and also identified the planned upgrades would be approved in 2002.
 

(vii) The Commission noted in its written communications to MKO, the significant investment these upgrades will take, recognized that such could not be undertaken by MTS immediately, and that in the Commission’s view the medium and long term time frame suggested by MTS was acceptable.
 

(viii) At the same time, the Commission advised MKO and other First Nation members, that should MKO wish to have upgrades done earlier, communities requesting early implementation would be required to pay all construction charges.
 

(ix) These previous consultations and communications make it clear the upgrades of the analog radio system, which is the subject of the Company’s SIP, is not a new issue.  In fact, and contrary to MKO’s suggestion, the proposed upgrades of MTS’s analog radio system to digital capability should and would have come as absolutely no surprise to MKO in this proceeding. 

(x) Consultations in developing MTS’s SIP and the suggestion there be further consultations regarding an acknowledged solution are unnecessary. First, it should be appreciated this is an upgrade of existing equipment and facilities, a process generally done without prior consultation.  Secondly, consultations and dialogue in fact did occur, as MKO chose to engage both the Commission and MTS in the direct complaint process. Through this process, MKO’s concerns, needs and a solution were identified and acknowledged well in advance of MTS filing its SIP. 

(xi) Language, culture, or a lack of information, have also not been a barrier to communication with MTS or any other parties.   On the contrary, the Commission will be aware that MKO has been an active and vocal participant in many Commission proceedings, and has been represented in these proceedings, including the current proceeding, by Counsel.  

(xii) Further, the Commission can also verify that the Chiefs, Band Council members and Band Administrators, and many residents of First Nations, speak English.  In fact, the Commission need look no further than the written complaints from 1999 and 2000 by various Band Chiefs, to realize that this would not appear to be an impediment as suggested by MKO. Furthermore, it is the Company’s understanding that English is the language which Indian Affairs, on both the provincial and federal levels, routinely does business with members of First Nations. As well, it should again be noted that the Company has management and staff that live and work throughout Northern Manitoba. The Company also has a veteran Board member who is a resident of Northern Manitoba.  

(xiii) The point is – MTS has been a very major and active provider of service in Northern Manitoba for many years and can assure the Commission it is very aware of the unique challenges facing the North.

(xiv) MTS would also note that any customer of MTS that feels more comfortable communicating in their First language has the opportunity and option do so.    MTS’s Operators and Customer Service representatives have readily available access to translators and interpretaters for any language through Cantalk Language Service Assistance. A recent request for an English to Cree translation, by telephone, was successfully completed within three minutes. 

(xv) Mr. Smith's 2001 Survey of MTS Satellite Communities consists of a very limited number of selected quotations from long-distance telephone interviews.  These interviews took place over a short period of time and were conducted only with customers in remote MKO First Nation communities that are served by Telesat Canada Anik satellite facilities.  MKO attempts to draw various conclusions concerning the quality of services to all MKO First Nations communities from this very limited survey. This is unreasonable.  MTS submits that no conclusions can be drawn concerning the overall quality of MTS's exchange services based on MKO's evidence in this proceeding. 

(xvi) Of very important note, Mr. Smith makes no claim to scientific accuracy of his survey.  MKO itself admits in its argument that the survey results are also anecdotal.   

(xvii) MTS has, over the last month, invested over 200 hours and approximately $30,000 dollars traveling to its satellite sites, to test and re-verify its network equipment, with the assistance of Telesat Canada. Face to face meetings were held with customers, extensive testing was done of their equipment, all with the aim of investigating the actual state of systems in Northern Manitoba.  MTS’s actions are in stark contrast to the scant information provided by Mr. Smith’s survey. 

(xviii) As explained by MTS in MTS(CRTC)31Aug01-3600 PC, and confirmed by Telesat's reply to interrogatory Telesat(CRTC)31Aug01-3600 PC, and further expanded upon by MTS during cross- examination
, and in The Companies Written Argument, various externalities and other factors, not at all related to MTS's network, were at play and contributed to what Mr. Smith and perhaps the users he interviewed may have attributed to MTS.  

(xix) MTS has conducted its own investigations and has tested the entire transmission path, conducted on-site visits and personal interviews with users.  These extensive investigations have disclosed facts of which Mr. Smith was unaware.  In some cases, the "static" described has been due to poor quality customer owned equipment and not MTS's network. In other cases,  "dropped calls" were not the result of MTS's network, but a users lack of familiarity or inexperience in the use of their PBX equipment features.
  In yet other cases, "blocked calls" have not been the result of MTS's network, but rather the local administrator responsible for an agencies service who chose to implement call blocking to limit long distance calling, or to prevent unauthorized users from making long distance calls without an access number.
  

(xx) The efforts to ascertain to what extent unreported service problems exist in these satellite communities have been significant. MTS visited each community, to re-verify the operations of its network equipment, met with users and identified the source of problems or concerns. MTS also intends direct communications with the communities to ensure customers are aware of the importance and methods to contact MTS should they have any questions, concerns or any problems with their service in the future. The Company expects these efforts will resolve any communications gaps or problems in these communities.  

(xxi) As Mr. Smith's survey and his conclusions are based on incomplete facts, it is also evident that any recommendations by MKO or Ms. Alexander that are based upon such incomplete evidence are questionable. The Company would note that on numerous occasions in MKO’s argument, sweeping statements are made by MKO for which the citations from Transcript or other references in this proceeding have also been mischaracterized. MTS trusts the Commission will scrutinize such tactics thoroughly. MTS does not propose to respond in this reply to each mischaracterization, as it is not meaningful to do so. The Company notes MKO goes so far as even taking liberties with Chairman Colville’s question to MTS.  

(xxii) In further reply to MKO’s general accusation that MTS is indifferent to First nations people in Manitoba and ignorant of their needs, MTS would also note that it has for over a decade provided diversity training for MTS management and staff on Cultural Awareness and Aboriginal Culture.  First Nations representatives provide this training in most cases. MKO’s assertions are also inconsistent with the following facts:

a. MTS is an active participant with Red River College (Aboriginal Studies Access Program), Opportunities for Employment (Adult Job Re-Entry Program) and the Winnipeg Transition Centre.  

b. MTS sponsors partnerships and special events in Manitoba that are paving the way for increasing Aboriginal awareness and employment. 

c. MTS is a corporate sponsor of the Aboriginal Business Education Program (ABEP) of the University of Manitoba, and is a participant on the Program Advisory Committee

d. MTS established an endowment for Aboriginal students at Brandon University for the creation of scholarships and bursaries for Aboriginal students

e. MTS is a major annual sponsor of Vision Quest Business Conference

f. MTS is sponsor of the nationally acclaimed Manitoba Aboriginal Youth Achievement Awards

g. MTS sponsors community events such as the Original Women’s Network – Aboriginal Recognition Awards and was a sponsor of the 2000 Inter-Provincial Association of Native Employment Annual Conference in Winnipeg 

h. MTS works with various Aboriginal organizations on out reach recruitment and training partnerships and committees tasked with addressing Aboriginal business and employment issues. Some examples of organizations where MTS has representation on boards and advisory committees include the Inter-Provincial Association of Native Employment, The Urban Circle Training Centre and the Anishinaabie Oway-Ishi Centre.

i. MTS and the First Nations Buying Group, which represents numerous First Nations in Manitoba, have enjoyed very successful dialogues and existing relationships for various products and services for years.  

9. MTS submits these facts are not characteristic of a company that is indifferent to or has no dialogue with First Nations people in Manitoba.  

10. MTS submits that MKO’s mischaracterizations are not supported by facts and are misrepresentative of actual circumstances.  Further, MKO’s recommendations regarding MTS’s SIP, which are based on such mischaracterizations, are not warranted. 

MTS’s SIP PROPOSAL CONSISTENT WITH DECISION 99-16

11. Contrary to MKO’s contention, MTS’s Service Improvement Proposal is consistent with Telecom Decision CRTC 99-16, Telephone service to high cost service areas (“Decision 99-16”). 

12. At paragraph 24 of Decision 99-16, the Commission established the basic service objective for local exchange carriers, and stated that: 

“. . . the level of service now available to the vast majority of Canadians should be extended to as many Canadians  as feasible  in all regions of the country.”        

(emphasis added) 

13. Nothing in the Telecommunications Act, including the policy objectives in section 7, requires the provision of service to all unserved or underserved areas of Canada.   

14. The Commission has already reflected that conclusion in its approvals of the Service Improvement Plans of Northwestel in Decision 2000-746,  Long-distance competition and improved service for Northwestel customers, and of other independent companies in Ontario and Quebec, for example, in Order 2000-1096, Northern Telephone Limited - Service Improvement Plan, which also imposed cost limitations, and did not extend service to all areas of those companies.

15. At paragraph 41 of Decision 99-16, the Commission in directing that the incumbent local carriers were to file service improvement plans for Commission approval, provided broad guidance on what was “feasible”, and directed incumbent local carriers to file service improvement plans that were:  

“subject to network design and cost limitations”   

(emphasis added) 

16. The Commission further directed in Decision 99-16 that carriers’ Service Improvement Plans were to make use of least cost technology.  

17. MTS submits that its SIP meets all these Commission requirements and should be approved accordingly. 

18. MTS’s SIP meets the Commission’s basic service objective in a manner similar to he SIPs already approved for other companies.  The Company notes that its approach is also consistent with that of other companies that have filed SIPs in this proceeding. 

19. The record of this proceeding demonstrates that MTS’s extensive SIP proposal, which is of importance to various communities in Bands D, E and G, will ensure that the basic service objective is achieved on nearly a virtually universal basis (99.7% of NAL) throughout MTS’s operating territory. 

20. As identified by MTS in its evidence, interrogatory responses, testimony, and summarized in The Companies Written Argument, under MTS’s SIP proposal
: 

(i) MTS proposes to upgrade its existing switches and analog radio equipment to digital capabilities in various communities served by the Company’s analog radio system in Northern Manitoba.  
(ii) The upgrades proposed under MTS’ SIP will achieve the basic service objective by providing the underlying capability required to connect via low speed data transmissions to the Internet at local rates where such is currently not available in communities served by MTS’ analog radio system.  

(iii) The upgrades will also provide more reliable communications in various communities in Northern Manitoba.  Much of the existing equipment and facilities being upgraded under MTS’ SIP is manufacture discontinued, has proven a challenge for MTS to maintain and currently is operating at capacity in several communities.

(iv) Under MTS’ SIP, upgrades to digital capabilities would occur in 83 communities, in Bands D, E and G. These are not just the MKO communities.
  This is particularly important, in that the required upgrades cannot be discretely divided by community or service band, and the upgrades of the facilities in one community in many cases directly affects improvement of service in other communities given that these communities share the same radio system.
 

(v) As a result, 99.7% of MTS’ Network Access Lines will meet the Commission’s Basic Service Objective (“BSO”) within the next price cap period.
   No new customers are being added to MTS’ network as a result of this program.
   
(vi) The only exception under MTS’s SIP consist of 7 very remote communities (approximately 1,100 lines) currently served by Telesat satellite which would not have toll-free access to the Internet given that the costs to implement access to the Internet at local rates would be prohibitive, and it is not practical or economically feasible to do so with current technology at this time. 

(vii) These few communities, however, currently have access to the Internet via a toll call. As noted by MTS in its Oral Argument, residential customers using MTS in these communities have the benefit of very favorable unlimited flat rate toll calling at $17.95 per month under MTS’s First Rate Plan. 

(viii) As well, during the course of this proceeding it has also been identified that various commercial initiatives are currently underway to provide high-speed Internet solutions to First Nations communities via satellite that do not involve MTS.   As identified by MTS in various interrogatory responses, the Company understands that initiatives are already underway between Telesat Canada and the Assembly of First Nations (AFN) to develop a separate AFN‑owned network that would address the needs of First Nations communities such as those currently served by MTS using Telesat’s satellite system. MTS suggested that these initiatives be permitted to address the Internet needs of these communities and may be more viable and preferred over any solution MTS may be able to offer to communities served by satellite.
  This evidence and suggestion were not challenged by any party.

21. Further, no party, including MKO, has taken issue with the need for any of the required upgrades proposed by MTS, or disputed the fact that the upgrades proposed by MTS make use of least-cost technology as directed by the Commission in Decision 99-16.  

22. MKO’s suggestion MTS needs to be directed to discuss with MKO funding alternatives for its SIP has no point or merit.  Through interrogatories and responses to Commission undertakings, MTS was asked to identify the cost of extending local exchange service to the satellite community of Granville Lake, as well as the cost of making low speed Internet access available at local rates in the remote communities served by satellite in Manitoba.
  MTS identified in its responses to interrogatories, and in detail provided in response to Commission’s undertakings, that this was simply not technically or economically feasible and that costs were prohibitive using today’s technologies.
 This evidence was unchallenged by any party. 

23. MTS’s evidence in this proceeding is quite clear that if the Companies' pricing flexibility proposal is granted, it would not be seeking any additional cost recovery for its SIP program.
   MTS has also identified that its proposed SIP incorporates network upgrades upon which its approved Phase II costs in HCSAs are based.  As such, the costs used in the calculation of the subsidy requirement in its serving area include the cost of providing service using the upgraded equipment that will be installed under the Company's SIP proposal.
  In short, MTS is not seeking any additional funding or increases from consumers on account of its SIP.  

24. Furthermore, MTS would note that in response to the Commission’s interrogatory MTS(CRTC)27Apr01-616 PC, the Company identified that while there are a number of federal and provincial initiatives that provide a framework to make funding available to enhance quality of life through investments in infrastructure programs in rural and remote areas of the province, and that these programs include: Canada-Manitoba Infrastructure Program Agreement; Canada/Manitoba Economic Development Partnership Agreement; and Western Economic Diversification Initiatives, that  based on the Company’s investigations and review MTS does not expect any government funding from federal, provincial or other governments to assist in defraying any SIP costs.  Responses by other companies to the same Commission questions provided similar information. 
25. In the case of MTS's Band D, MTS has proposed the same general pricing constraints going forward apply to its Band D as proposed for its High-Cost Bands.  This does not in any way affect MKO. No MKO First Nations reside in Band D.  However, it is important to note the realities associated with MTS's Band D must also be recognized and need to be addressed in this proceeding.  MTS's Band D is significantly below cost and non-compensatory. Evidence in this proceeding demonstrates that MTS's Band D cost is similar in some cases to and in other cases higher than other companies' high-cost Bands. To treat Band D similar to other non-High Cost Bands is inappropriate and unreasonable. MTS's proposal limits any increases under the next price cap regime in Band D to $2.00, which is less than the current 10% limit under the existing regime. Treatment of MTS's Band D as well as MTS’s High-Costs Bands in an equal manner enables a gradual movement towards a more simplified uniform rate in rural areas and will avoid customer confusion that might otherwise arise by different rates for different rural exchanges in Manitoba. This is not unreasonable given the price for all exchanges in rural areas in Manitoba are below cost. The only difference being the matter of degree, and that only those in Bands E and G are eligible for subsidy under the Commission's new subsidy regime.  At current rates, there is little incentive for competitors to enter these markets at this time. It is therefore important that flexibility be provided to permit those rates to move closer to underlying costs in an orderly manner to provide conditions necessary for the development of local competition in these areas, including Band D.  

26. Should the Commission wish to treat MTS's Band D similar to other non-High Cost Bands, the Commission should exempt MTS's Band D from any revenue charge assessments under the new subsidy regime given its Band D is non-compensatory yet not receiving the benefit of any subsidy from the National Fund. It would seem inappropriate for revenues that do not recover their underlying cost in such circumstances to be taxed under the Commission's regime.  

27. MKO’s suggestion that MTS should be directed to consult with MKO further regarding its SIP is also without merit when one considers the nature of MTS’s SIP.  

28. As previously noted at paragraphs 8(v) through 8(ix) of this Reply, there can be no dispute concerning the need to upgrade MTS’s analog radio system.  As well, as discussed in The Companies’ Written Argument, and Mr. Bruckshaw’s evidence on behalf of MTS under cross-examination, MTS' SIP proposal differs significantly from the SIP proposals put forward by other companies.  

29. Other companies are eliminating party-line service or introducing service where no service previously existed.  Any consultations with customers regarding the SIPs of other companies have been to ascertain whether customers and potential customers wanted single line service and would be prepared to pay associated construction charges.  This is not the nature of MTS' SIP.  MTS has provided single line service to all its customers for years.  MTS does not have party-line service.  The upgrades proposed by MTS' are to existing equipment and facilities.  Consultations with customers are not generally undertaken by companies when upgrading existing equipment and facilities. This point was not challenged by MKO or any other party in Argument.

30. In light of all the above facts, MTS submits that its SIP fully meets the spirit of the policy objectives stated in section 7 of the Act, as well as the directives set out in Decision 99‑16, by making the basic service objective more widely available subject to reasonable cost limitations, and that the Company has made use of least cost technology as directed in doing so.  

31. For these reasons, MTS submits its SIP is consistent with Decision 99-16 and should be approved by the Commission.

MKO’s REAL INTENT SHOULD BE CAREFULLY SCRUTINIZED  

32. If carefully scrutinized, MTS suggests that the real intent of MKO’s recommendations, which come more than 7 months after MTS filed its Service Improvement Plan, and after the closing of any evidentiary portion of this proceeding, can be clearly seen for what it is – namely -- nothing more than a post evidentiary attempt to review and vary the Commission’s basic service definition in Decision 99-16 to include, apparently for MKO only, high-speed access to the internet and perhaps access to other services to MKO communities. 

33. Evidence of this is seen in the various language in MKO’s argument where reference is made:  

“. . . to build a stronger platform for the delivery of higher speed broadband capability to the non-satellite communities” 

“. . . it would also allow for the consideration of additional service options and levels if these can be achieved on Commission approved terms” 

34. The basic service objective established by the Commission in Decision 99-16 followed extensive nation-wide public consultations, hearings, and a major proceeding.  MKO actively participated in these proceedings.  In the end, the Commission clearly did not include broadband access as part of its basic service objective, nor did it include for provision of additional service options. There is no valid argument that such is within the scope of this proceeding, or that the delivery of high speed Internet and other services is a valid criteria for assessing any Company’s Service Improvement Plan in this proceeding, or a ground for criticizing MTS’s SIP. 

35. In fairness, this tactic cannot be permitted or allowed by the Commission.  The provision of high-speed Internet access is clearly not part of the Basic Service Objective. Neither, is such an issue within the scope of this proceeding.  This attempt by MKO to force high-speed access into the BSO and MTS’s SIP disrespects the Commission’s process and would be highly prejudicial to other Manitobans affected by MTS’s SIP.  

36. If MKO wishes to reargue the Commission’s finding in Decision 99-16 it should not attempt to cloak a review and vary application by recommending a consultative process for purposes of advancing other agendas and exploring issues that are without the benefit of any proper process. 

CONCLUSION  

37. MTS submits that the record in this proceeding is more than adequate to enable the Commission to clearly see that MTS’s Service Improvement Plan is required to advance the basic service objective, maintain quality of services in Northern Manitoba and that MTS’s SIP is consistent with Decision 99-16. 

38. The Commission has already recognized in Decision 99-16 the need for upgrades.  Further, the Commission has previously acknowledged that the upgrades proposed by MTS are necessary to ensure the quality of basic services delivered in Northern Manitoba. The Commission has also acknowledged in Decision 99-16 that SIPs are subject to design and cost limitations. MTS’s SIP is consistent with all the Commission’s rulings, directions and previous advice. The Company has proposed what is feasible, and, consistent with the Commission’s direction, has used the least cost technology in its SIP. No further process is required to review MTS’s Service Improvement Plan.  

39. MTS proposes SIP upgrades in 83 communities. Not all of these communities are MKO First Nation communities.  Upgrades of the facilities in one community directly assists in improving service in another community given the inherent nature of the microwave radio system that serves large areas within Northern Manitoba.  This is not a program that should be delayed or deferred in any way.

40. Delay of the implementation of the proposed SIP would place quality of service to many communities in Northern Manitoba at risk going forward.  The Commission is aware that much of the equipment requiring upgrade is manufacture discontinued, is difficult to maintain and is currently operating at capacity in certain communities which has already impacted the Company's ability to fulfill requests for service in those communities.  The proposed upgrades involve many communities and sites that are remote and isolated.  Work in these areas must be scheduled in advance to ensure efficient movement of equipment (in most cases by winter roads only) and efficient use of resources.  Delays of a major and complex project of this nature could create complexities and consequences, including additional costs and delay in the realization of the Basic Service Objective within Manitoba.

41. MTS has demonstrated that MKO’s recommendations are unwarranted and that MKO’s real agenda underlying its recommendation is not related to extending the realization of the Basic Service Objective defined by the Commission in Decision 99-16, but rather issues that are not related to the Basic Service Objective that are clearly not within the scope of this proceeding. 

42. MTS submits that it would not be in the public interest to defer the approval or implementation of any part of MTS' SIP proposal. For all of the above reasons, the Company strongly urges the Commission to approve MTS’s Service Improvement Plan as filed without delay.

Appendix 1

MTS REPLY ARGUMENT October 31, 2001

MTS(MKO)26Jun01-1 PC 


Attachment 1

Page 1 of 1
Summary of Current Facilities & Proposed Upgrades by Community

	MKO Community


	Current Facilities & Proposed Upgrades by Community

	1. Birch River
	Currently served by FOTS / Stromberg-Carlson Digital Switch Remote

	2. Brochet
	Served by TES satellite / DMS10

	3. Cross Lake
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	4. Easterville
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	5. Garden Hills
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	6. Gillam
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	7. Gods River
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	8. Gods Lake Narrow
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	9. Grand Rapids
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	10. Ilford
	SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade (Gillam) and SR500s Radio upgrade

	11. Lac Brochet
	Served by TES satellite / DMS10

	12. Lynn Lake
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	13. Moose Lake
	SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade (The Pas) and SR500s Radio upgrade

	14. Norway House
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	15. Nelson House
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	16. Oxford House
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	17. Pelican Rapids
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	18. Pukatawagan
	Served by TES satellite / DMS10

	19. Red Sucker Lake
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	20. St Theresa Point
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade, FOTS electronic upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	21. Shamattawa
	Served by TES satellite / DMS10

	22. Split Lake
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	23. Tadoule Lake
	Served by TES satellite / DMS10

	24. The Pas
	Currently served by FOTS / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	25. Wassagomach
	SIP proposes Digital Radio upgrade and DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade

	26. York Landing
	Currently served by Digital Radio / SIP proposes DMS100 Switching Remote upgrade


* MKO Communities identified in Telecommunication Service in the MKO First Nation Communities prepared by Doug Smith submitted as evidence in Public Notice 97-42 Telephone Service in High Cost Serving Areas

*** End of Document ***

MANITOBA TELECOM SERVICES INC.	Tel:	(204) 941(6713


P.O. Box 6666, Rm MP19C, 333 Main Street	Fax:	(204) 775(2560


Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada  R3C 3V6 	www.mts.mb.ca








� 	Commission letter dated August 1, 2000 to Grand Chief Francis Flett, MKO, CRTC ref: 000725W131l; see also Commission letter dated August 11, 2000 to Chief Wesley Harper, Chairperson, Island Lake Tribal Council, CRTC Ref: 000627W1795L; and, see also Commission letter to MTS dated August 4, 1999, Ref: 990707W1649L; 990706W1622L & 990705W1620L.
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� 	See Transcript, Vol 6, Oct 9, 2001, page 1461, paras 9388-9389, lines 9-20; and, see also Transcript, Vol 6, Oct 9, 2001, pp 1462-1465, paras 9398-9410.
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� 	See also section 8.0 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission and MTS' 6 April 2001 SIP. 


� 	MTS(CRTC)27Apr01-614 PC.


� 	See MTS(CRTC)27Apr01-614 PC, parts a) & b); see also MTS(CRTC)27Apr01-604 PC.  See also Transcript, Volume 6, paragraph 9484.  As discussed by Mr. Bruckshaw during cross-examination by Mr. Williams: "[w]hat we are talking about here … is a facility that goes from Berens River on the southeast basin of Lake Winnipeg all the way to Churchill. That distance is approximately the same as from Ottawa to Halifax."   


� 	See also section 8.0 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission and MTS' 6 April 2001 SIP.  See also MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1600 PC, MTS(CRTC)31Aug01-3600 PC, MTS(CRTC)25Sep01�4600 PC and Telesat(CRTC)31Aug01-3601, 


� 	MTS' SIP, 6 April 2001 and MTS(CRTC)27Apr01-614 PC. 


� 	See MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1600 PC, MTS(CRTC)31Aug01-3600 PC, MTS(CRTC)25Sep01�4600 PC and Telesat(CRTC)31Aug01-3601.  


� 	See response to interrogatory MTS(CRTC)31Aug01-3600 PC parts b) & c); see also response to interrogatory MTS(CRTC)25Sep01-4600 PC; and, see also MTS Exhibit 1 in response to CRTC Exhibit # 3, MTS Undertaking Re SIP.


� 	Ibid.


� 	MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1700 and MTS(CRTC)31Aug01-3601 PC. 


� 	MTS(CRTC)26Jun01-1700 PC. 
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