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 In this Decision, the Commission renders its determinations in the proceeding initiated by 
Forbearance from regulation of local exchange services, Telecom Public Notice CRTC 2005-2, 
28 April 2005. The Commission sets out the details of the framework for forbearance from the 
regulation of local exchange services (local forbearance), including the local forbearance 
criteria, as well as its determination on Aliant Telecom Inc.'s (Aliant Telecom) application for 
local forbearance in 32 local exchanges in Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island. 

 The Commission determines that residential local exchange services and business local 
exchange services are in different relevant markets for the purposes of the local forbearance 
framework. In addition, the Commission determines that the appropriate geographic 
component of the relevant market, for the purposes of the local forbearance framework, is for 
urban markets the census metropolitan area, while for rural markets the appropriate 
geographic component will generally be an economic region (ER) or a combination of ERs. 

 The Commission also determines that it is prepared to forbear from regulating local exchange 
services in a relevant market where an applicant incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) can 
demonstrate that: 

 • The ILEC has suffered a 25 percent market share loss in the relevant market 
for which forbearance is sought; 

 • The ILEC has, for the six months prior to the application, met individual 
standards for each of the 14 specified competitor quality of service (Q of S) 
indicators of the rate rebate plan (RRP) for competitors, when the results are 
averaged across the six-month period; 

 • The ILEC has put in place the necessary Competitor Services tariffs. In the 
case of an application for forbearance from regulation of residential local 
exchange services, the ILEC has an approved Competitor Services tariff for 
bundled asymmetrical digital subscriber line (ADSL) available over loops not 
used for primary exchange service (dry loops) as well as in conjunction with 
primary exchange service (PES), and in the case of an application for 
forbearance from regulation of business local exchange services, the ILEC has 
an approved Competitor Services tariff for bundled ADSL available both over 
dry loops and in conjunction with PES as well as approved competitor 
Ethernet access service and transport service tariffs; 

 • The ILEC has, where the Commission has required it, implemented competitor 
access to its operational support systems in accordance with Competitive local 
exchange carrier access to incumbent local exchange carrier operational 
support systems, Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-14, 16 March 2005; and 

 • The ILEC has demonstrated to the Commission's satisfaction that rivalrous 
behaviour exists in the relevant market. 



 

 

 The Commission also outlines the scope of forbearance to be granted under the local 
forbearance framework. The Commission determines it to be appropriate to retain only those 
powers and duties that are strictly necessary to protect the interests of customers, particularly 
uncontested and vulnerable customers, and to further competition. The Commission determines 
that those powers and duties that relate strictly to economic regulation should be removed in a 
forborne environment. The Commission also invites proposals for an industry self-regulation 
scheme that would permit an even greater degree of de-regulation in a forborne market, and 
sets out its intention to review which, if any, remaining obligations imposed on ILECs in 
forborne markets are still required. 

 The Commission adopts certain transitional measures, as part of its local forbearance 
framework, to aid in the development of sustainable local competition. In this Decision, the 
Commission reduces the no-contact period under the residential local winback rule from 
12 months to three months, and indicates its willingness to lift the local winback rule entirely 
where an ILEC can demonstrate that it has lost 20 percent of its market share in a relevant 
market and that, for the three months prior to the application, it has met individual standards 
for each of the 14 specified competitor Q of S indicators of the RRP for competitors, when the 
results are averaged across the three-month period. 

 The Commission establishes data gathering procedures to facilitate the operation of the local 
forbearance framework. The Commission also establishes expedited procedures for processing 
applications for local forbearance and applications for relief from the local winback rule. 

 The Commission denies Aliant Telecom's application for local forbearance on the basis that it 
does not meet the local forbearance criteria set out in this Decision. The Commission indicates 
its willingness to consider future applications by Aliant Telecom on an expedited basis. 

 I. Introduction 

1. In Review of regulatory framework, Telecom Decision CRTC 94-19, 16 September 1994 
(Decision 94-19), following the coming into force of the Telecommunications Act (the Act), the 
Commission developed a regulatory framework for the telecommunications industry, pursuant 
to the Act, intended to allow all Canadians, over time, ubiquitous and affordable access to an 
increasing range of competitively-provided telecommunications services. Decision 94-19 
encompassed a wide range of regulatory issues, including a framework for the introduction of 
competition into the local services market, as well as an approach for considering whether or 
not to refrain (forbear) from regulating telecommunications services, pursuant to the 
forbearance responsibilities that had been conferred upon the Commission under section 34 of 
the Act. 

2. The Commission has, in a gradual and orderly manner, opened up monopoly-based 
telecommunications markets to competition. In a number of markets, the Commission refrained 
from regulation when it found there was sufficient competition. Examples of services and 
markets for which the Commission has forborne include: terminal equipment, mobile wireless 
services, toll services, interexchange private lines, retail Internet services, wide area networking 
(WAN) services, and certain data services. 



 

 

3. Local exchange services have, historically, been provided on a monopoly basis by the 
incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs). The Commission found in Decision 94-19 that 
competition in the local telecommunications market is in the public interest. 

4. In Local competition, Telecom Decision CRTC 97-8, 1 May 1997 (Decision 97-8), the 
Commission established a framework for local exchange competition in furtherance of the 
Canadian telecommunications policy objectives set out in section 7 of the Act. 

5. Over the years, the Commission has recognized, in several Decisions and in its annual Report to 
the Governor in Council: Status of Competition in Canadian Telecommunications Markets – 
Deployment/Accessibility of Advanced Telecommunications Infrastructure and Services 
(Annual Monitoring Report), that competitors, overall, had not gained a substantial market 
share with respect to local exchange services since the issuance of Decision 97-8. 

6. Recently, the Commission has seen the beginnings of a marked increase in competition in the 
local exchange services market. Local competitors made some inroads, primarily in local 
business urban markets and to some degree in local residential urban markets, in some parts of 
the country. This past year has seen an accelerated roll-out in the residential local exchange 
services market of facilities-based local exchange services offered by competitors. While the 
consequences of this roll-out have yet to fully develop, the initial results indicate that hundreds 
of thousands of Canadians have chosen to switch their local residential phone service from their 
local ILEC to a competitive telecommunications service provider (TSP). 

7. The Commission received an application from Aliant Telecom Inc. (Aliant Telecom), dated 
7 April 2004, for forbearance from the regulation of residential local exchange services 
(local forbearance) in 32 local exchanges in Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island. 

8. The Commission considered it important, prior to disposing of Aliant Telecom's application, to 
establish a framework for local forbearance applications, which contained clear criteria that the 
Commission could use to determine when it would be appropriate to forbear from regulating 
local exchange services. 

 Process 

9. In Forbearance from regulation of local exchange services, Telecom Public Notice 
CRTC 2005-2, 28 April 2005 (Public Notice 2005-2), the Commission initiated the present 
public proceeding, including an oral consultation, in which it invited comments on the 
framework for retail local exchange services forbearance and Aliant Telecom's application. 

10. The Commission identified the following principal issues in Public Notice 2005-2: 

 • What local exchange services should be within the scope of the proceeding? 

 • What is/are the appropriate relevant market(s) for forbearance from the 
regulation of local exchange services, taking into consideration both services 
and geographic areas? (relevant market(s)) 



 

 

 • What are the appropriate criteria to be applied to determine whether the 
relevant market(s) is/are sufficiently competitive for forbearance? 
(local forbearance criteria) 

 • What Commission powers and duties should be forborne? (scope of local 
forbearance) 

 • What post-forbearance criteria and conditions should apply and why? 
(review of local forbearance) 

 • What is the appropriate process for future applications for forbearance from 
the regulation of local exchange services? (application process) 

 • Should there be a transitional regime that provides ILECs with more 
regulatory flexibility prior to forbearance and if so, under what circumstances 
should the Commission: 1) lessen or remove the existing competitive 
safeguards for promotions defined in Promotions of local wireline services, 
Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-25, 27 April 2005 (Decision 2005-25) and the 
local winback rule as most recently amended in Regulatory framework for 
voice communication services using Internet Protocol, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2005-28, 12 May 2005, as amended by Telecom Decision CRTC 
2005-28-1, 30 June 2005 (Decision 2005-28), 2) permit the ex parte filing of 
tariff applications for promotions, and 3) permit the waiving of service 
charges for residential local winbacks? (transitional regime) 

 • A determination on Aliant Telecom's forbearance application. 

11. The Commission addressed the first of those issues, that is, what local exchange services were 
within the scope of the proceeding, in List of services within the scope of the proceeding on 
forbearance from the regulation of local exchange services, Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-35, 
15 June 2005, as amended by Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-35-1, 14 July 2005 (Decision 
2005-35). The remaining issues are addressed, as necessary, in this Decision. 

12. The Commission received submissions, reply comments and/or responses to interrogatories from 
Aliant Telecom; ARCH: A Legal Resource for Persons with Disabilities, now ARCH Disability 
Law Centre (ARCH); Bell Canada and Société en commandite Télébec (Télébec) (collectively, 
Bell Canada/Télébec); Call-Net Enterprises Inc., now Rogers Telecom Holdings Inc. (Call-Net); 
Canadian Cable Telecommunications Association (CCTA); Coalition for Competitive 
Telecommunications (Coalition); Cogeco Cable Inc. (Cogeco); Commissioner of Competition 
(Competition Bureau); Public Interest Advocacy Centre on behalf of Consumer's Association of 
Canada, National Anti-Poverty Association, and L'Union des Consommateurs (collectively, the 
Consumer Groups); Cybersurf Corp. (Cybersurf); Bragg Communications Inc. carrying on 
business as EastLink (EastLink); FCI Broadband, a division of Futureway Communications Inc. 
(FCI), and Yak Communications (Canada) Inc. (collectively, FCI/Yak); MTS Allstream Inc. 
(MTS Allstream); Primus Telecommunications Canada Inc. (Primus); Quebecor Media Inc. 
(QMI); Rogers Communications Inc. (Rogers); Saskatchewan Telecommunications (SaskTel); 
Shaw Cablesystems G.P. (Shaw); TELUS Communications Inc. (TCI); United Telecom Council 



 

 

of Canada (UTC); Xit telecom inc., on behalf of itself, Xittel telecommunications inc. and 
9141-8077 Quebec Inc. (collectively, Xit telecom) and Vonage Canada Corp. (Vonage). Several 
of these parties also participated in the oral consultation. 

13. In this Decision, the positions of the interested parties have necessarily been summarized; 
however, the Commission has carefully reviewed and considered the oral and written 
submissions of all parties. 

 II. Relevant legislative background 

14. The Act states that all telecommunications services provided by Canadian carriers must be 
provided under tariffs approved by the Commission, subject to criteria set out in the Act. The 
Act also gives the Commission the authority to refrain from requiring Canadian carriers to file 
tariffs for approval, and from the exercise of certain other of its powers and duties, in respect of 
services or classes of services, based on certain findings of fact that the Act authorizes the 
Commission to make. 

15. The Commission must, pursuant to section 47 of the Act, exercise its powers and perform its 
duties under the Act with a view to implementing the Canadian telecommunications policy 
objectives, which are set out in section 7 of the Act as follows: 

 a) to facilitate the orderly development throughout Canada of a 
telecommunications system that serves to safeguard, enrich and strengthen the 
social and economic fabric of Canada and its regions; 

 b) to render reliable and affordable telecommunications services of high quality 
accessible to Canadians in both urban and rural areas in all regions of Canada; 

 c) to enhance the efficiency and competitiveness, at the national and 
international levels, of Canadian telecommunications; 

 d) to promote the ownership and control of Canadian carriers by Canadians; 

 e) to promote the use of Canadian transmission facilities for telecommunications 
within Canada and between Canada and points outside Canada; 

 f) to foster increased reliance on market forces for the provision of 
telecommunications services and to ensure that regulation, where required, is 
efficient and effective; 

 g) to stimulate research and development in Canada in the field of 
telecommunications and to encourage innovation in the provision of 
telecommunications services; 

 h) to respond to the economic and social requirements of users of 
telecommunications services; and 

 i) to contribute to the protection of the privacy of persons. 



 

 

16. Section 34 of the Act provides for forbearance from regulation as follows: 

 (1) The Commission may make a determination to refrain, in whole or in part and 
conditionally or unconditionally, from the exercise of any power or the 
performance of any duty under sections 24, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in relation to a 
telecommunications service or class of services provided by a Canadian carrier, 
where the Commission finds as a question of fact that to refrain would be 
consistent with the Canadian telecommunications policy objectives. 

 (2) Where the Commission finds as a question of fact that a telecommunications 
service or class of services provided by a Canadian carrier is or will be subject to 
competition sufficient to protect the interests of users, the Commission shall make 
a determination to refrain, to the extent that it considers appropriate, conditionally 
or unconditionally, from the exercise of any power or the performance of any 
duty under sections 24, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in relation to the service or class of 
services. 

 (3) The Commission shall not make a determination to refrain under this 
section in relation to a telecommunications service or class of services if the 
Commission finds as a question of fact that to refrain would be likely to impair 
unduly the establishment or continuance of a competitive market for that service 
or class of services. 

17. The legislative provisions referred to in section 34 of the Act are set out later in this Decision. 

 III. Overview of local exchange services forbearance framework 

18. In Decision 94-19, the Commission adopted the concept of market power, commonly used in 
economics and in competition law, as the standard by which to determine whether a market is, 
or is likely to become, competitive. Under this approach, the determination of whether or not to 
forbear from regulating a service or class of services is based on a determination of the relevant 
market in which the service(s) is/are offered and on whether a firm has market power in that 
market. 

19. Decision 94-19 set out a three-step process for considering forbearance applications 
(Decision 94-19 analysis): 

 • The first step is the identification of the relevant market. The relevant market is 
the smallest group of products and geographic area in which a firm with market 
power can profitably impose a sustainable price increase. The definition of the 
relevant market is based on the substitutability of the services in question. 

 • The next step involves determining whether a firm has market power with 
respect to the relevant market. As indicated, there cannot be sustainable 
competition in a market in which a firm possesses substantial market power. 
Market power can be demonstrated by the ability of a firm to raise or maintain 
prices above those that would prevail in a competitive market. 



 

 

 • The last step is to determine whether, and to what extent, forbearance should 
be granted. 

20. In deciding to establish the local forbearance framework in this Decision, the Commission has 
been cognizant of the dynamic nature of the local exchange services market in which 
competition is developing rapidly. The Commission is concerned that to subject every 
application for forbearance from regulation of local exchange services in a relevant market to a 
full Decision 94-19 analysis would run the risk of delaying forbearance beyond the point at 
which regulation was efficient and effective.  

21. The Commission has, therefore, established a local forbearance framework in this Decision, 
which sets forth criteria, that will enable it to reach more expeditious determinations on ILEC 
applications for local exchange services forbearance in particular relevant markets than would a 
full Decision 94-19 analysis in each case. The Commission considers that this framework will 
enable it to determine whether forbearing in a particular relevant market would be consistent 
with the requirements of section 34 of the Act without delaying the potential benefits of 
competition, particularly facilities-based competition, to customers any longer than is 
necessary. 

22. With respect to the scope of forbearance, the Commission has decided, upon approval of a local 
forbearance application, to remove those conditions and relinquish those powers and duties 
which are solely matters of economic regulation. The Commission will retain only those powers 
and duties which it considers necessary, at this time, to protect the interests of customers, 
particularly uncontested and vulnerable customers, and to further competition. 

23. The local forbearance framework set out in this Decision will apply to applications for 
forbearance from the regulation of retail local exchange services filed by those ILECs made 
parties to this proceeding—Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada, MTS Allstream, SaskTel, Télébec 
and TCI, including the former TELUS Communications (Québec) Inc. (TELUS Québec). 
Accordingly, as set out in Public Notice 2005-2, the Commission has applied the local 
forbearance framework set out in this Decision to Aliant Telecom's application. 

 IV. Relevant market(s) 

24. The Commission notes that, as set out above, the relevant market is the smallest group of 
products and geographic area in which a firm with market power can profitably impose a 
sustainable price increase. Each relevant market, therefore, will have both a product and a 
geographic component. 

 Product 

25. The Commission considers that several issues must be addressed to determine which products 
belong in the relevant market for the purposes of forbearance from the regulation of local 
exchange services: 

 • Are the local exchange services provided by competitors in the same relevant 
market as those provided by the ILECs? 



 

 

 • Are mobile wireless services in the same relevant market as wireline local 
exchange services? 

 • Do business and residential local exchange services belong in the same 
relevant market? 

 • If business local exchange services belong in a separate relevant market from 
residential local exchange services, is there one relevant market for business 
local exchange services or are there multiple relevant markets for business 
local exchange services based on different product characteristics? 

 Are the local exchange services provided by competitors in the same relevant market as those 
provided by the ILECs? 

 Positions of parties 

26. Aliant Telecom submitted that the product component of the relevant market should include the 
following local exchange services on the basis that these services were provided by the ILECs, 
suppliers using the same technology as the ILECs, or suppliers using other technologies that 
formed part of the product component of the relevant market: ILECs' local exchange services, 
including optional calling features; competitive local exchange carriers' (CLECs) and resellers' 
local exchange services, including optional calling features, provided through traditional 
circuit-switched technology; cable local exchange carriers' (cable LECs) local exchange 
services, including optional calling features, provided over their networks; and voice over 
Internet protocol (VoIP) providers' local exchange services, including optional calling features, 
provided over an access connection to the customer that the VoIP provider does not own. 

27. Bell Canada/Télébec, SaskTel and TCI supported Aliant Telecom's submission. TCI submitted 
that it was undeniable that the local exchange service provided by a full facilities-based CLEC 
was a substitute for ILEC local exchange service as there was evidence of customers switching 
service providers. 

28. The Consumer Groups also generally supported Aliant Telecom's submission but added that 
services provided by competitors must be provided on a stand-alone basis to be considered 
close substitutes for ILEC services. 

 Optional calling features 

29. Aliant Telecom submitted that although optional features were discretionary services, not 
substitutes for wireline access, these should be included in the relevant product market because 
customers can only purchase optional features from the supplier that provides their access 
service. Bell Canada/Télébec, SaskTel, the CCTA, Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers, Cybersurf and 
MTS Allstream supported this view. 



 

 

 VoIP 

30. Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada/Télébec, SaskTel, TCI, Cybersurf, MTS Allstream, and UTC 
agreed that based on the Commission's findings in Decision 2005-28, VoIP was in the relevant 
product market. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, and Rogers, agreed that VoIP was 
in the relevant product market on the basis that VoIP was a close substitute for circuit-switched 
local service. 

31. The Consumer Groups argued that, at the time of their submission, VoIP services were only 
weak substitutes for local exchange services. The Consumer Groups submitted that a general 
finding that VoIP services were in the relevant product market would be premature; however, it 
could be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Restated in a later submission, the Consumer Groups 
submitted that it would be inappropriate to treat access-independent VoIP services as being in 
the relevant product market. 

 Secondary lines 

32. The Competition Bureau suggested that the relevant product market might exclude residential 
secondary lines. The Competition Bureau submitted that if customers were to take services from 
a competitor as a secondary line and perceived the secondary line to be of lower quality, this 
would exert little competitive discipline on the primary lines.  

33. Aliant Telecom submitted that it did not have a large base of secondary lines, and further, its 
base had declined every year. Aliant Telecom submitted that the demand for secondary lines 
was initially driven by the Internet; however, the market for secondary lines had disappeared 
when customers began to adopt high-speed Internet access (HSIA). Aliant Telecom further 
submitted that the definition of primary versus secondary lines was archaic and that the 
company had no way of knowing which lines in a customer's home were primary or secondary. 

34. During the oral consultation, TCI submitted that it could not make a practical distinction 
between the first and secondary lines, but that secondary lines likely represented a very 
small percentage of its business. 

35. The UTC submitted that primary and secondary lines were the same. 

36. Shaw submitted that it would be overly complicated to try to determine which line was primary. 
Shaw submitted that it offered primary line service, but if a customer wanted to use a primary 
line as a secondary line that was the customer's choice. 

37. Rogers submitted that the second line market was disappearing due to the decline in home fax 
machines and dial-up Internet. 

 Bundles 

38. The Consumer Groups submitted that a service that might be considered a substitute if available 
on a stand-alone basis would likely cease to be a substitute for many consumers if it were only 
available as part of a bundle. The Consumer Groups acknowledged that some consumers will 
purchase telecommunications services in bundles and do not require that local exchange 



 

 

services be available on a stand-alone basis, but they also argued that the evidence suggested 
that these consumers were in a minority at present. The Consumer Groups argued that most 
consumers did not consider a bundle a substitute for stand-alone service. The Consumer Groups 
argued further that even those consumers that were willing to purchase bundles recognized that 
bundles and stand-alone services were in distinct markets. 

39. The Consumer Groups submitted that any analysis of the local exchange market must focus on 
close substitutes that were available as stand-alone services. Consequently, the Consumer 
Groups argued that it would be inappropriate to include service bundles in the same relevant 
product market as stand-alone local exchange services. 

40. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that residential customers were increasingly demanding service 
bundles of voice, HSIA and broadcast television services for their convenience and price. TCI 
submitted that subscribers were likely to purchase voice, Internet and video services in a 
bundle; however, this was a fairly recent phenomenon, and the bundle should not be considered 
as part of the product component of the relevant market. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

41. The Commission notes that, in Public Notice 2005-2, it indicated that retail local exchange 
services used by business and residential customers to access the public switched telephone 
network (PSTN) were within the scope of this proceeding. 

42. The Commission notes that competitors market the local exchange services they provide that 
access the PSTN as replacements for the ILECs' local exchange services. Based on evidence 
presented in the course of this proceeding, the Commission considers that competitors' local 
exchange services are priced similarly, or at a discount, to the ILECs' local exchange services. 

43. Based on market share data and related evidence presented in the course of this proceeding, the 
Commission considers that in areas where competitors offer local exchange services, customers 
are willing and able to switch service providers. 

44. In light of the above, the Commission considers that the local exchange services provided by 
competitors are in the same relevant market as the ILECs' local exchange services. 

45. With respect to the argument raised by the Consumer Groups that access-independent VoIP 
services should be excluded from the relevant market, the Commission notes that both 
Bell Canada and many competitors offer versions of access-independent VoIP service. The 
Commission further notes that the evidence indicates that these access-independent VoIP 
services are being priced and marketed as substitutes for local exchange services. In light of 
these considerations and the growing number of customers that are substituting 
access-independent VoIP services for traditional ILEC local exchange service, the Commission 
considers that access-independent VoIP services are in the same relevant market as 
circuit-switched local exchange services. 



 

 

46. The Commission notes that optional features do not offer the same functionality as, and are 
therefore not a substitute for, basic local exchange services. The Commission notes, however, 
that optional features cannot be purchased on a stand-alone basis, and as a result, customers that 
want optional features must purchase them from the provider of their basic local exchange 
service. In light of these demand characteristics, the Commission considers that optional 
services are in the relevant product market for the purpose of the local forbearance framework. 

47. With respect to the separation of primary and secondary lines into different relevant markets, 
the Commission notes that there is no difference between primary and secondary lines from the 
perspective of product characteristics, pricing and marketing, and substitutability. Both primary 
and secondary lines offer the same functionality, features and quality, and are priced and 
marketed in the same manner. The Commission further notes the practical difficulties in 
monitoring secondary lines, which were identified by a number of parties to the proceeding. 
The Commission also acknowledges the reality that the demand for secondary lines was largely 
driven by dial-up Internet and fax machines, and that the demand for these lines is now in sharp 
decline as the use of dial-up Internet and fax machines decreases. Accordingly, the Commission 
considers that both primary and secondary lines are in the same relevant product market. 

48. With respect to the proposal made by the Consumer Groups to exclude bundles from the same 
relevant market as stand-alone local exchange services, the Commission notes that, as set out in 
Decision 2005-35, bundles are simply combinations of individual services under a rate 
structure. The Commission notes that ILECs and competitors are increasingly bundling local 
telephone service, optional features, long distance, Internet access, video and wireless services 
to satisfy the converging communication needs of consumers. The Commission considers that a 
significant number of customers are substituting, for ILEC stand alone local exchange services, 
local exchange services from either the ILEC or a competitor which are offered in a bundle. In 
light of this, the Commission considers that local exchange services offered as a component of a 
bundle are part of the same relevant market as those same local exchange services offered on a 
stand-alone basis. The Commission considers that the Consumer Groups' concern regarding the 
ongoing availability of stand-alone local exchange service in a forborne market is more 
properly addressed in Section VI – Scope of local forbearance. 

49. In light of the above, the Commission concludes that local exchange services, including VoIP 
services and optional features, provided by the ILECs, cable LECs, CLECs, and resellers are all 
in the same relevant market, regardless of whether they are purchased as a primary or a 
secondary line, or as part of a bundle. 

 Are mobile wireless services in the same relevant market as wireline local exchange services? 

 Positions of parties 

50. Aliant Telecom and Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, submitted that mobile wireless 
services are in the same product component of the relevant market as wireline local exchange 
services. Aliant Telecom submitted that wireless service is a close substitute for wireline 
service, and that the relevant market should include at least wireless-only users. 



 

 

51. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by Aliant Telecom, submitted that the fundamental purpose of 
both wireline and wireless services is to provide two-way real-time voice communications to 
and/or from anyone, and that wireless service provides the same functionality as wireline service 
in terms of placing, receiving and managing calls. Bell Canada/Télébec further noted that both 
wireline and wireless services provide 9-1-1 service and other calling features, and that with 
wireless number portability (WNP), customers would be able to switch between wireline and 
wireless service providers without changing telephone numbers. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that 
these and other characteristics make wireless service a close substitute for wireline service. 

52. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that a price per-minute analysis indicated that the differences 
between residential wireline and wireless service prices was small, and that the price 
comparisons supported the conclusion that, from a price perspective, residential mobile wireless 
service is a close substitute for residential wireline service. 

53. The CCTA argued that wireless should only be considered a close substitute for wireline if the 
services have similar functionality and there is evidence that a significant number of consumers 
would replace their wireline service with a wireless mobile service. 

54. The CCTA noted that Primus offered a bundle that included both wireline and wireless services 
and that Rogers offered a discount to customers that purchased both Rogers Home Phone 
wireline service and Rogers wireless service. The CCTA was of the view that if wireless and 
wireline services were substitutes for each other, these types of bundled service offerings would 
not make any sense, nor would they be purchased by consumers as the consumers would be 
paying twice for services that provide the same functionality. 

55. EastLink, Rogers, Cogeco, QMI, and Shaw supported the arguments presented by the CCTA 
with respect to the lack of substitutability between wireless and wireline services. 

56. The Consumer Groups did not consider mobile wireless services to be a close substitute for 
local wireline services; rather, they argued that the evidence in this proceeding indicated that 
mobile wireless service was growing as a complementary service to traditional wireline local 
exchange service, rather than displacing it. In the Consumer Groups' view, mobile wireless 
services should not be considered as part of the same product market as local exchange services 
for the purposes of a forbearance analysis at this time. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

57. The Commission notes that it has treated mobile wireless services as being in a separate 
relevant market since the introduction of mobile wireless services in Canada two decades ago. 
In Regulation of wireless services, Telecom Decision CRTC 94-15, 12 August 1994, as 
amended by an erratum dated 8 September 1994, in Regulation of mobile wireless 
telecommunications services, Telecom Decision CRTC 96-14, 23 December 1996, and in 
NBTel Inc. – Forbearance from regulating cellular and personal communications services, 
Telecom Decision CRTC 98-18, 2 October 1998, the Commission decided to forbear from 
regulating mobile wireless services on the basis that such services were in a different relevant 
market from the wireline local exchange services offered by the ILECs. The Commission 
reiterated this finding as recently as Decision 2005-28. 



 

 

58. The Commission considers that while the prices of wireline local exchange services and mobile 
wireless services may be similar in some cases, the pricing methodologies, particularly 
usage-sensitive pricing of mobile wireless services, represent a fundamental difference in how 
the services are priced.  

59. The Commission considers that generally mobile wireless services are not marketed as a 
replacement for wireline services. The Commission notes that there is increasing evidence that 
several Canadian carriers offer bundles consisting of both wireline and mobile wireless 
services, which would suggest that the two services are not substitutes for each other. 

60. The Commission notes that Statistics Canada has estimated in Residential Telephone Service 
Survey, December 2004, that as of December 2004, only 2.7 percent of all households in Canada 
have replaced their wireline services with wireless services. The Commission considers that 
2.7 percent is very low in comparison to the 67 percent of all Canadian households that have at 
least one subscription to mobile wireless services. 

61. The Commission considers that while some consumers are substituting mobile wireless services 
for their wireline service, at present, the level of substitution is not significant enough to 
provide a constraint on the market power of the ILEC in a relevant market. 

62. In light of the above, the Commission considers that mobile wireless services do not belong in 
the same relevant market as wireline local exchange services at this time. 

 Do business and residential local exchange services belong in the same relevant market? 

 Positions of parties 

63. The CCTA submitted that although residential and business local exchange services served 
the same fundamental purpose, these services were not substitutes for each other for the 
following reasons: 

 • Residential and business local exchange services were marketed and 
offered differently; 

 • The prices for residential and business local exchange services were different 
and did not move together; 

 • Business customers were generally not permitted to use residential local 
exchange services for business purposes; therefore, it could not be expected that 
a residential local exchange service would be purchased as a replacement for a 
business local exchange service. Further, the features and functionalities of 
residential service would generally not meet the needs of a business customer; 

 • Although residential customers could subscribe to business local exchange 
services instead of residential local exchange services, such a choice would be 
unlikely given the price difference between the two groups of services; and 



 

 

 • The Commission has consistently tracked the development of competition in 
residential local exchange services market separately from competition in the 
business local exchange services market. 

64. QMI submitted that residential and business local exchange services were not substitutes for 
each other for the following reasons: 

 • Qualitative differences in supply and demand characteristics between the 
residential and business local exchange services markets existed; 

 • Business local exchange services customers had service requirements that were 
not easily substitutable with those of residential local exchange services 
customers, either in terms of functionality, use profiles or access technology; 
and 

 • The nature of customer inertia might be different in the two markets. 

65. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that virtually all suppliers of local exchange services had 
maintained residential and business distinctions since the onset of local competition, and there 
did not appear to be any lessening of those distinctions. Similarly, Aliant Telecom submitted that, 
at the time of its submissions, ILECs were monitoring the use of business and residential services 
to ensure that business customers did not subscribe to the lower-priced residential service. 

66. Bell Canada/Télébec also submitted that although it was technically possible to provide 
business primary exchange service (PES) over residential facilities, there would be differences 
between the traffic-driven resources required to deliver business and residential PES as these 
services differ in length of calls and number of call attempts. 

67. The UTC submitted that single-line business and residential services were fundamentally 
equivalent; however, the UTC also submitted that these were not typically accepted as 
substitutes because carriers priced these services differently and refused to allow business 
customers to use residential services. For that reason, the UTC argued that it was appropriate to 
consider single-line business and residential services as two markets. The UTC submitted that 
the Commission would have to revisit this issue if business customers were allowed to use 
residential access services. 

68. EastLink submitted that residential and business services might have different cost structures, 
with some business services requiring different facilities. 

69. In contrast, MTS Allstream argued that residential and business local exchange services were in 
the same relevant product market. 

70. MTS Allstream submitted that there were no significant functional differences between 
residential and business local exchange services with respect to either demand-side or 
supply-side substitutability. MTS Allstream noted that both residential and business local 
exchange services provide the user with wireline access to and from the PSTN. MTS Allstream  
 
 



 

 

submitted that the local service requirements of small business users were effectively no 
different from those of residential users, especially with respect to home office business 
customers. In this respect, MTS Allstream submitted that 95 percent of business customers 
were small businesses. 

71. MTS Allstream further argued that creating an artificial distinction between residential and 
business local exchange services, which could result in forbearance for one and not the other, 
could threaten competition for both. 

72. MTS Allstream submitted that both business and residential local exchange services offered 
customers a variety of local options and features. MTS Allstream further noted that some 
subscribers might choose only a subset of optional features, while others take a broader range of 
features. MTS Allstream submitted that the fact that different customers subscribe to different 
optional features did not provide a basis for defining residential and business local exchange 
services as distinct product markets. 

73. MTS Allstream argued that there were no technical reasons why any local service offered to a 
business customer could not equally be offered to a residential customer. However, 
MTS Allstream noted that there would be an additional cost to deliver a digital trunk service 
over a local loop. 

74. Cybersurf submitted that, to the extent that residential and business local exchange services 
were closely substitutable absent regulatory rules that separate the two types of services, both 
types of services would belong to the same relevant product market. Cybersurf also argued that 
premature forbearance in only one market segment would likely undermine the objective of 
promoting competition across all segments of the local market. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

75. The Commission considers that although there may be some similarities in the functions, 
features and quality of residential and business local exchange services, there are also 
considerable differences in these services, particularly for services provided to large or very 
large business customers. The Commission considers that although it may be possible for a 
service provider to offer business services through the use of residential facilities, these services 
would likely only meet the needs of small business customers with functional requirements 
similar to those of residential customers. The Commission considers that in the case of Centrex 
and Digital trunk services, for example, it is unlikely that these services would be within the 
same relevant market as residential local exchange services if only the product characteristics 
were considered. 

76. Furthermore, the Commission considers that the evidence on the record of this proceeding 
demonstrates that business and residential local exchange services are priced and marketed 
differently. The Commission also notes that all ILECs have different tariffs for business 
services and for residential services. The Commission notes, for example, that all ILECs offer 
Centrex services that include pricing discounts dependent on the length of the contract term and 
the volume of lines that the customer orders. 



 

 

77. Based on the above, the Commission considers that business and residential local exchange 
services are priced and marketed differently and that customers cannot generally substitute 
residential local exchange services for business local exchange services. 

78. Accordingly, the Commission determines that business and residential local exchange services 
are in separate relevant markets for the purposes of the local exchange forbearance framework. 

 If business local exchange services belong in a separate relevant market from residential local 
exchange services, is there one relevant market for business local exchange services or are there 
multiple relevant markets for business local exchange services based on different product 
characteristics? 

79. The Commission notes that although it received several submissions both in support of and 
opposed to dividing business local exchange services into distinct relevant markets, the primary 
focus of the submissions filed in this proceeding was with respect to residential local exchange 
services. Such information as was provided with respect to business local exchange services 
was often conflicting, particularly in terms of service characteristics and substitutability. The 
Commission considers that the record of this proceeding does not provide a complete picture of 
business local exchange services in terms of the following: product characteristics, pricing and 
marketing, regional differences in offerings and substitutability. 

80. The Commission considers that although the evidence on the record of this proceeding does not 
definitively establish the need to divide business local exchange services between multiple 
relevant markets, it equally does not foreclose such a possibility. The Commission, therefore, 
intends, for the purpose of the local forbearance framework established in this proceeding, to 
treat all business local exchange services as being in the same relevant market. However, the 
Commission is willing to entertain applications for forbearance pursuant to that framework as 
well as interventions with respect to such applications that propose a division of business local 
exchange services into multiple relevant markets. The Commission will examine the 
appropriateness of such a division at the time of the application.  

81. The Commission also notes the Coalition's suggestion that the Commission forbear from 
regulating business local exchange services on the basis of customer characteristics, e.g. forbear 
from regulating business customers that obtain their business local exchange services through a 
request for proposal (RFP) process. The Commission notes that such proposals are not feasible 
under the provisions of the Act which, pursuant to section 34, requires the Commission to 
continue to regulate or to forbear from regulating on the basis of "a telecommunications service 
or class of services." The Commission is not permitted to forbear from regulating a class of 
customers. 

 Geographic 

82. Parties suggested several possibilities for the geographic component of the relevant market(s) 
for the local forbearance framework, including the following: 

 • the local exchange; 

 • the serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC; 



 

 

 • the local calling area (LCA); 

 • the local interconnection region (LIR); 

 • the province or the ILEC operating territory; and 

 • the census metropolitan area (CMA). 

83. While parties disagreed over which geographic component the Commission should adopt as part 
of the relevant market, parties generally agreed that the Commission should adopt a geographic 
component that reflects a social and economic community of interest, that, for example, has 
substantially similar local telecommunications market conditions, including common pricing and 
marketing strategies, local service providers and local service offerings; that is administratively 
practical and competitively neutral; and that has well-defined, stable boundaries. 

 Positions of parties 

 Local exchange 

84. Aliant Telecom supported the use of the local exchange for the following reasons: forbearance 
applies to ILECs, so it was not unreasonable that the parameters would be based on, or at least 
be consistent with, the ILEC's business structure; the local exchange is the basic building block 
of local telephone service; CLECs are required to obtain telephone numbers in each local 
exchange where they offer service; and local exchanges have evolved in the context of a single 
supplier with the privilege and obligation to serve all customers. Aliant Telecom also argued 
that the network and the local exchange structure have been based on social and economic 
communities, that market entrants (including the cable LECs, which have evolved their own 
networks as monopoly suppliers of broadcast distribution service) deploy their facilities around 
the same social and economic communities, and that their structure naturally tends to parallel 
that of the ILECs. 

85. Aliant Telecom also submitted that competitive conditions across some local exchanges were 
sufficiently similar that the Commission might wish to aggregate these local exchanges into 
broader geographic areas for purposes of determining whether sufficient competition existed to 
forbear from regulation. 

86. Bell Canada/Télébec argued for the use of the local exchange for the following reasons: 

 • The local exchange was a well-known administrative unit used by local 
telephone service providers for years, and by CLECs that describe their serving 
areas by local exchanges, and that utilize telephone numbers that are assigned 
by local exchange; 

 • It was unlikely that there would be "pockets" within a local exchange that were 
unserved by competitors, or would remain unserved for long once entry had 
occurred in the local exchange, since a local exchange was a relatively small 
area, and competitive entry and expansion throughout the local exchange was 
relatively inexpensive once entry had occurred in some portion of the local 
exchange; and 



 

 

 • There were no obstacles to obtaining data on competitive conditions within a 
local exchange. 

87. SaskTel submitted that CLECs would only enter the Saskatchewan marketplace where it made 
economic sense to do so, namely in the large urban centres. SaskTel noted that in Saskatchewan 
the large urban centres were each served by only one exchange. SaskTel submitted that CLECs 
competing in these cities would only service these exchanges. Further, SaskTel noted that in 
Decision 97-8 the Commission concluded that "[t]he exchange system is both integral and 
necessary to the general functioning of the network." 

88. SaskTel further submitted that, for the purpose of establishing a framework for local exchange 
forbearance, it did not make sense for the Commission to use any definition of the relevant 
geographic market other than the local exchange for several reasons, including, most 
significantly, that every alternative encompassed multiple local exchanges, many of which, 
SaskTel submitted, would not be the subject of meaningful competition in the foreseeable future. 

89. The CCTA opposed using the local exchange as the relevant geographic market. The CCTA 
argued that to do so would ignore an ILEC's ubiquitous and entrenched position across a much 
broader territory, would allow an ILEC to leverage the advantages of its incumbency position to 
deter the development of competition and would ignore the possibility of supply responses from 
firms operating in contiguous local exchanges and result in an overly narrow market definition. 
The CCTA also argued that the local exchange was not competitively neutral as it was based on 
the network architecture of the ILECs and dictated by the ILECs' legacy technology. 

90. MTS Allstream argued that ILEC local exchange boundaries were historical artifacts and had 
no direct relevance to the coverage of alternative local service networks or to the area over 
which competitors might choose to offer local exchange services. In this respect, 
MTS Allstream submitted that the local exchange was no longer the fundamental unit for the 
purpose of interconnection and the calculation of contribution.  

91. EastLink submitted that, as it rolled out local exchange service on a system-by-system basis, the 
systems and processes it had developed to track subscribers were based on how it tracked its 
cable services. EastLink submitted that it would be inconsistent with the objectives of the Act, 
which recognized that competition should be efficient and effective, for the Commission to 
require it to report its subscribers on a local exchange by local exchange basis. 

92. The Consumer Groups submitted that the geographic component of the relevant market should 
be sufficiently large to be administratively convenient and to decrease the chance of significant 
market share variations over time. The Consumer Groups also submitted that the use of the 
local exchange as the geographic component of the relevant market could result in thousands of 
forbearance areas. The Consumer Groups submitted that the use of the local exchange did not 
make sense from an administrative perspective and could not reasonably be expected to ensure 
that regulation, where required, was efficient and effective. 



 

 

 Serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC 

93. TCI defined the geographic component of the relevant market for forbearance from the 
regulation of local exchange services as the serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC—a 
CLEC that operated its own network, which was physically independent of any other LEC's 
network, excluding interconnection. 

94. TCI submitted that the use of the serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC as the geographic 
component of the relevant market was consistent with the Commission's view in Decision 97-8 
that "efficient and effective competition will be best achieved through facilities-based 
competitive providers" and that "the full benefits of competition can only be realized with 
facilities-based competition." TCI submitted that it was not suggesting that non-facilities-based 
or partially facilities-based competition could not constitute sufficient and durable competition. 
TCI submitted that it had merely excluded partially and non-facilities-based competition on the 
basis that, consistent with the Commission's statement in Decision 97-8, the Commission could 
be confident in the ability of full facilities-based competition to protect the interests of users and 
to be durable. 

95. TCI argued that its proposed geographic market was the most administratively simple and 
reliable means of identifying those geographic areas where there was sufficient competition to 
protect the interests of users. TCI argued further that, by defining the forbearance area strictly 
by reference to the presence of actual full facilities-based competition, it offered the only test 
that avoided the problem of pockets of uncontested consumers. 

96. TCI noted the "unequivocal direction" that the Commission provided in Decision 94-19, where 
it submitted that "the relevant market is the smallest group of products and geographic area in 
which a firm with market power can profitably impose a sustainable price increase." TCI 
submitted that this was the only legitimate consideration in the identification of the relevant 
geographic market, and that all other considerations, such as those regarding pricing and 
communities of interest, were irrelevant and must be rejected. 

97. The Competition Bureau submitted a diagram that illustrated a sample geographic component 
of the relevant market. This diagram showed an area with cable network; the area of local 
exchanges; the area outside the cable network; and an area of wholesale regulation. 

98. The Competition Bureau argued that the starting point in the analysis to define the geographic 
component of the relevant market must be the overlapping footprint of the ILECs' and the 
competitor(s)' networks since this accurately defined the market in which users had the option 
of actually choosing between competing suppliers (assuming that these suppliers had been 
determined to supply substitutable products). 

99. Aliant Telecom argued that a competitor's footprint could be smaller than a local exchange. 
Aliant Telecom submitted that the use of a market smaller than a local exchange would result in 
exchanges that were partly forborne and partly regulated. Aliant Telecom expressed the concern 
that this would create administrative burden, related to billing modification, identification of 
customers and market shares in parts of an exchange, multiple proceedings to determine 
forbearance, and constantly changing forbearance boundaries. 



 

 

100. The Consumer Groups submitted that the geographic area should be defined prior to beginning 
a forbearance analysis, and that using the competitor's footprint involved a moving target, 
which, among other things, was not conducive to administrative efficiency. 

101. The CCTA submitted that the idea of using the competitor's footprint as the geographic 
component of the relevant market suffered from uncertainty and a lack of consistency because 
the geographic component of the relevant market would be driven by the actions of competitors 
in the markets, not by a stable and neutral definition. The CCTA argued that, under this 
approach, the Commission could not know in advance how many different areas it would have 
to examine with respect to forbearance, and there would be disputes over the forbearance areas 
in question. 

102. The CCTA submitted that as the competitor's footprint continued to expand to increase market 
coverage and customer base, the geographic component would shift and/or expand over time, 
resulting in numerous forbearance applications and burdensome data collection. The CCTA also 
submitted that, if forbearance were granted to an initial serving area, it was not clear how the 
forbearance criteria would be applied to each new increment of this initial serving area. 

103. Rogers, Cogeco, EastLink, and Shaw argued that the serving area of a full facilities-based 
competitor was not stable over time, was not well defined and was not neutral, in that it relied 
on the operations of an individual company.  

 LCA 

104. The Coalition submitted that the LCA was the appropriate geographic market for forbearance 
from the regulation of local exchange services; the Coalition submitted that the LCA was 
objective and relevant as it reflected the community of interests of customers. The Coalition 
also submitted that, from a supply and a demand point of view, the LCA was the most 
meaningful geographic market. 

105. The Consumer Groups and Cybersurf had both originally submitted that the LCA was the 
appropriate relevant geographic market on the basis that it was familiar to consumers; it 
reflected a community of interest; it was competitively neutral; and it was of intermediate size, 
significantly larger than a local exchange, but smaller than a province or an ILEC's operating 
territory and would likely contain relatively homogenous competitive conditions throughout. 

106. Both of these parties subsequently switched their positions to support the LIR as the appropriate 
geographic component of the relevant market, mainly due to concerns over potential 
administrative problems with the LCA. 

107. Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada/Télébec, the CCTA, and TCI argued that LCAs did not lend 
themselves to identifying distinct geographic areas as there was a high incidence of 
overlapping LCAs. 

108. MTS Allstream argued that granting local forbearance on a narrowly-focused basis, such as on 
an LCA-basis, would only serve to pre-empt the development of local competition. 
MTS Allstream also submitted that there was no justification for using the LCA boundaries as 
the basis of the relevant geographic market, noting that these could be expanded over time. 



 

 

 LIR 

109. The CCTA submitted that the relevant issue was the extent to which individual residences 
should be aggregated to achieve a workable geographic component of the relevant market. The 
CCTA claimed that the LIR, or, in certain circumstances, an aggregation of contiguous LIRs 
was an appropriate geographic market for the following reasons: 

 • In the absence of demand substitution, supply responses suggest a market 
definition based on one or more LIR(s); 

 • An LIR represents "a community of interest" – a grouping of locations across 
which consumers shared common economic and social interests, as established 
in Trunking arrangements for the interchange of traffic and the point of 
interconnection between local exchange carriers, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2004-46, 14 July 2004 (Decision 2004-46). This included areas where 
consumers had access to similar advertisements and offers via the same local 
television programs, radio stations and newspapers; 

 • An LIR closely approximates the geographic boundaries that are likely to 
provide the basis for geographic price discrimination of local service. It would 
be very difficult for LECs to profitably sustain geographic price discrimination 
of residential local exchange service across multiple small markets. It is more 
reasonable to expect that geographic price discrimination in a competitive 
market will occur on the basis of an aggregation of local exchanges. Uniform 
pricing will occur as a result of the presence and service offerings of 
competitors across the contiguous exchanges rather than within individual local 
exchanges. It is highly unlikely that different competitive conditions in 
individual local exchanges will lead to geographic price discrimination on the 
basis of the local exchange. In a competitive environment, geographic price 
discrimination on the basis of the LIR is both more likely and more 
sustainable; 

 • An LIR represents a geographic market that is large enough to prevent targeted 
pricing; and 

 • An LIR provides the best means by which to measure market power. A narrow 
definition of the geographic market, such as the local exchange, fails to take 
into account an ILEC's ubiquitous and entrenched position across a much 
broader segment of its operating territory. The ILEC would retain the 
advantages of its incumbency position and could leverage these advantages to 
the detriment of competition in the case of premature forbearance on a narrow 
geographic basis. Through such means, an ILEC could prevent competition 
from expanding. 

110. Shaw submitted that a competitor could provide service to any new area within an existing LIR, 
without incurring additional sunk costs, in response to demand. 



 

 

111. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that supply responses did not suggest a market definition based on 
LIRs. Supply responses, according to Bell Canada/Télébec, referred to suppliers' ability to 
respond to a hypothetical monopolist's price increase by expanding their services to customers 
that would have been affected by the increases. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that if a supply 
response could be expected across an LIR, then it could be expected that similar competitive 
conditions would exist across that area. They further argued that this was typically not the case, 
and that there was no uniformity of competitive conditions across LIRs. Bell Canada/Télébec 
submitted, for example, that six years after EastLink's entry into the local market in Atlantic 
Canada, it offered service in only one quarter of the exchanges in the LIRs. 

112. Bell Canada/Télébec and TCI argued that the LIR did not represent a community of interest. 
Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that the LIRs were designed to improve the efficiency and 
lower the cost of network interconnection into an ILEC's network and had little to do with 
competitive supply of local exchange services. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that the make-up of 
the LIR was driven more by the ILECs' network architecture and their use of remotes than by 
any community of interest. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted further that community of interest 
had relevance in a market definition only to the extent that it implied that there were demand 
and supply substitution opportunities within the community. 

113. Bell Canada/Télébec and TCI argued that targeted pricing considerations were irrelevant to the 
definition of the geographic market. 

114. Aliant Telecom argued that the LIRs were created to facilitate local interconnection and did not 
reflect relevant geographic markets and that economic theory did not play any role in the 
definition of the LIRs. Aliant Telecom submitted that the LIRs were initially prescribed to be 
political subdivisions, counties in the Maritime provinces, but were redefined to provide that if 
a local exchange were to be served by a remote off of a switch in another county, that local 
exchange would be added to the LIR of the serving switch. 

115. Aliant Telecom further argued that the LIRs did not reflect comparable competitive conditions 
in areas within a given LIR. Aliant Telecom noted that Nova Scotia had only four LIRs and that 
the Halifax LIR contained 62 exchanges, including several small rural exchanges located a 
considerable distance from Halifax. Aliant Telecom submitted that the competitive conditions 
in Halifax were irrelevant to the other rural areas. Aliant Telecom further submitted that 
competition sufficient to justify forbearance in the Halifax exchange would not justify 
forbearance in these rural exchanges. Aliant Telecom also argued that, conversely, the lack of a 
competitive entrant in the distant exchanges had no relevance to competitive conditions in 
Halifax and should not delay forbearance within the Halifax exchange. 

116. SaskTel submitted that the revised LIR boundaries proposed by SaskTel, Aliant Telecom, TCI 
and MTS Allstream as an alternative to those set out in Decision 2004-46 were regions of their 
serving territories that reflected that local service was provided directly from host switches and 
from remote switches that homed on a host switch. SaskTel submitted that the adoption of these 
LIRs would provide more efficient interconnection, present CLECs with greater geographic 
reach from a single point of interconnection (POI), and would greatly reduce the costs of 
interconnection, but that these LIRs could no longer be viewed consistently as representing 
communities of interest. Furthermore, SaskTel cited Decision 2004-46 where the Commission 



 

 

stated: "The Commission notes this Decision does not modify the assignment of numbering 
resources, the dialling plan and provision of service to subscribers. Also, local number 
portability continues to provide service provider portability on an exchange basis." 

117. SaskTel disputed the proposition that local competition would arise on an LIR basis, and 
considered that it would be rolled out on an exchange-by-exchange basis. SaskTel argued that 
competition was unlikely to reach more than a handful of the 229 exchanges in Saskatchewan 
and that using LIR as the relevant geographic market for forbearance would be problematic. 

118. In its reply argument, the CCTA refined its rationale for supporting the LIR as the geographic 
component of the relevant market with the following submissions: 

 • The LIR reflected a community of interests—a grouping of locations across 
which consumers shared common economic and social interests, as established 
in Decision 2004-46. This included areas where consumers had access to 
similar advertisements and offers via the same local television programs, radio 
stations and newspapers; 

 • Each LIR described the area across which a facilities-based competitor could 
supply its services through a single POI; and 

 • Using the LIR, rather than the local exchange, would ensure that competitors 
would have the opportunity to establish themselves on a scale sufficient to 
discourage targeted pricing. A local exchange was simply too small a basis for 
a competitor to sustain operations and withstand targeting by ILEC. 

119. The CCTA contested the suggestion that LIRs were too large and that forbearance on this basis 
would result in pockets of consumers within a forborne market that would not have access to a 
competitive alternative. The CCTA argued that a facilities-based competitor established in the 
LIR could extend its service anywhere in that LIR to constrain the market power of the ILEC. 
In addition, the CCTA suggested that price caps and restriction on rate de-averaging could be 
used to offset the risk of unwarranted price increases by the ILECs in pockets where consumers 
were without competitive choices. 

 Province or ILEC operating territory 

120. EastLink submitted that, at least in the case of Aliant Telecom's application for forbearance, the 
appropriate geographic component of the relevant market was the province. 

121. EastLink proposed that, in establishing the relevant geographic market, the Commission should 
consider whether that specific market would create opportunities or disincentives for the 
incumbent to engage in targeted behaviour; how that market would impact competitors and their 
ability to respond to ILEC behaviour; customers' expectations regarding services and pricing 
within that market; and general indicators of incumbent market power within that market. 

122. In EastLink's view, the key to determining the appropriate geographic market was defining a 
market boundary, within which, if forbearance were granted, the ILEC's ability to engage in 
targeted behaviour would be limited. EastLink argued that the larger the geographic market the 
less likely it was that an ILEC would engage in targeted pricing. 



 

 

123. EastLink submitted that it would not be able to respond to extreme pricing behaviour by 
Aliant Telecom if Aliant Telecom's local exchange services were forborne in one local 
exchange and not forborne in neighbouring local exchanges. EastLink further suggested that if 
Aliant Telecom could blame the regulator for its inability to reduce prices in local exchanges 
that are not competitive, it could target the more competitive areas without angering the 
customers in the non-forborne local exchanges. 

124. EastLink submitted that its pricing was consistent throughout all of its serving areas and that 
consumers expected this type of pricing. EastLink further argued that, if the geographic market 
was provincially defined, then ILEC pricing and other behaviour would be disciplined by 
competitors and by the expectations of consumers within that market. EastLink argued that 
consumers' expectations, pricing and service options had all been previously recognized as 
relevant considerations in determining the appropriate geographic market. The company cited 
Forbearance granted for telcos' wide area network services, Order CRTC 2000-553, 
16 June 2000, where the Commission determined that because WAN services were neither 
priced nor offered on a route-specific basis, the market was national or regional in scope. 

125. EastLink submitted that Aliant Telecom's prices for local services were the same throughout the 
province, and could support an argument in favour of a territory-wide geographic market. In 
this respect, EastLink submitted that Aliant Telecom's bundles were currently priced the same 
across the Aliant Telecom's entire operating territory and that, in the last price cap proceeding, 
Aliant Telecom sought an increase to its local exchange service prices so that the price would 
be consistent throughout Aliant Telecom's operating territory. 

126. EastLink submitted that while some parties argued that a larger geographic boundary would 
result in pockets of unserved areas, EastLink was of the view that such a concern was not 
significant enough to warrant selecting a very narrow market. EastLink suggested that if the 
Commission granted forbearance where there were some small unserved pockets, it could 
mandate price caps in those areas to prevent ILEC pricing behaviour that would take advantage 
of the lack of competitive alternatives. 

127. QMI proposed that the geographic component of the relevant market for a forbearance analysis 
was the ILEC's operating territory. QMI submitted that an ILEC's financial power and its 
potential ability to bring that power for anti-competitive ends were not restricted to local 
exchange or other arbitrary regional boundaries. QMI further submitted that local market 
forbearance should be considered only after dominance had been dislodged on a territory-wide 
basis. QMI submitted that only once meaningful competition had taken root on a territory-wide 
basis would more constructive competitive forces have the opportunity to prevail. 

128. QMI noted that setting the ILEC's operating territory as the geographic component of the 
relevant market could give rise to concerns about potential abuse of customers in outlying 
regions if forbearance were granted too quickly due to competition in urban areas. In this 
respect, QMI suggested the development of a process whereby forbearance approval would be 
granted based on conditions in the entire operating territory, but forbearance implementation 
would take place on a region-by region basis. 



 

 

129. Primus submitted that the most balanced method of defining the geographic component of the 
relevant market would be to base forbearance on ILEC market share across most, if not all, of 
an ILEC's operating territory, but some high-cost serving areas (HCSAs) could be excluded at 
the Commission's discretion. 

130. MTS Allstream proposed that the appropriate geographic component of the relevant market was 
the ILEC operating territory subdivided into HCSAs and non-HCSAs. 

131. MTS Allstream submitted that the definition of the geographic component of the relevant 
market must include consideration of the impact of the market definition on the objective of 
achieving broadly-based, sustainable local competition. MTS Allstream argued that an ILEC 
had possessed an "actual" monopoly rather than a "hypothetical" monopoly within its operating 
territory not that long ago and, at that time, each ILEC was able to raise local service prices on a 
profitable and non-transitory basis throughout its operating territory. 

132. MTS Allstream submitted that the state of competition could be measured at the provincial or 
territorial level providing a more comprehensive view of the scale of competitive entry in each 
ILEC's operating territory. MTS Allstream further submitted that more granular information at 
the local level could also be analyzed to give a better perspective of the distribution of 
competitive entry. 

133. MTS Allstream submitted that, for practical purposes, a division of the relevant geographic 
markets into HCSAs and non-HCSAs was feasible at this time, as it was unlikely that any 
significant degree of competition would develop in HCSAs in the foreseeable future. 
MTS Allstream considered that dividing provincial territories in this manner would allow for 
forbearance where the forbearance test criteria were satisfied in non-HCSAs. MTS Allstream 
further considered that, given that HCSAs were currently subsidized and represented a 
relatively small percentage of each ILEC's within-province customer and associated revenue 
base, there would be very limited ability to leverage market power in HCSAs to engage in 
anti-competitive tactics in the non-HCSAs, in the event that the rest of the operating region 
were forborne. 

134. The Consumer Groups and the Coalition submitted that a province or ILEC operating territory 
was well-defined and provided an element of historical integrity that might be viewed as a 
reasonable basis for market definition purposes. However, these parties further submitted that 
a province or operating territory was too large to be considered appropriate, as competitive 
conditions in one city or region had little necessary relationship to conditions in another city 
or region. 

135. Aliant Telecom submitted that choosing a large area such as a province or serving territory to 
ward off a non-existent threat of predation comes at the cost of denying the benefits of full 
competition to customers in those areas where competitors have become well-established. 
Aliant Telecom submitted that the rationale for these choices was explained in terms of limiting 
the ability of the forborne ILEC to engage in anti-competitive conduct, but not based on 
economic principles of substitutability followed in antitrust matters. 



 

 

136. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that the shortcomings of the LIR as the geographic component 
of the relevant market pertained, with greater force, to the province or ILEC operating territory. 

137. SaskTel submitted that it would be inappropriate to define the relevant geographic market as the 
province or HCSAs and non-HCSAs for the following reasons: the areas were too broadly 
defined to represent a community of interest; they were not representative of areas of consistent 
conditions of competitive supply and demand; and they were not responsive to the dispersion of 
the population of Saskatchewan. 

 CMA 

138. The UTC submitted that the appropriate relevant geographic market for the purposes of 
forbearance would be the metropolitan area served by the ILEC and cited marketing 
considerations as the basis for its view. 

139. The Consumer Groups submitted that in addition to LCAs and LIRs, other municipal 
boundaries might also be appropriate to reflect an existing community of interest. The 
Consumer Groups considered that the key point was to have a geographic area that would make 
sense to consumers and would avoid consumer confusion as to whether or not advertised 
service offerings were available to them or not. 

140. SaskTel submitted that, in most cases, CMA boundaries did not match SaskTel's exchange 
boundaries. SaskTel listed the communities and rural municipalities (RMs) contained within the 
Regina and Saskatoon CMAs and argued that these smaller communities and RMs were not 
expected to attract local service competitors any time in the foreseeable future. In this respect, 
SaskTel noted that several of the small communities within the Regina and Saskatoon CMAs 
were not served by the predominant cable distributors, Shaw or Access Communications 
Co-operative. SaskTel therefore considered that it would be inappropriate to rely on the CMAs 
as the relevant geographic market for the purposes of forbearance of local exchange services 
in Saskatchewan. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

141. The Commission notes that the test for defining the geographic component of the relevant 
market, as set out in the Competition Bureau's Merger Enforcement Guidelines and adopted by 
the Commission in Decision 94-19, is the smallest geographic area in which a hypothetical firm 
with market power could impose a profitable, significant, non-transitory price increase. In 
performing this analysis, what is important is the buyers' ability and willingness to switch their 
purchases in sufficient quantities from one geographic location to another in response to 
changes in relative prices. The Commission notes that, according to this approach, the 
geographic component of the relevant market for local exchange services would be each 
location, as buyers would not be willing to substitute calling from their location for calling from 
another location. The Commission notes that the Competition Bureau indicated, in this 
proceeding, that this would be too narrow a basis to evaluate local forbearance. The 
Commission also considers that it would be extremely impractical to evaluate local forbearance 
on a location-specific basis. The Commission considers that there are economic, social and 
practical factors that will allow locations to be aggregated into a larger geographic area for 
the purposes of determining the appropriate geographic scope of local forbearance.  



 

 

Additionally, in Public Notice 2005-2, the Commission noted that pursuant to section 47 of 
the Act it is required to exercise its powers and perform its duties under the Act with a view to 
implementing the telecommunications policy objectives set out in section 7 of the Act. 

142. The Commission has, in balancing those telecommunications policy objectives, applied the 
criteria suggested by the parties to the proceeding, namely that the geographic component 
should reflect: 

 • an area with a social and economic community of interest, that has 
substantially similar local telecommunications market conditions, including 
common pricing and marketing strategies, local service providers and local 
service offerings; and 

 • an area that is administratively practical, competitively neutral, and which has 
well-defined, stable boundaries. 

143. The Commission considers that using the ILEC operating territory or province may result in the 
ILECs continuing to be regulated in certain areas beyond the point where regulation is 
necessary to ensure that the interests of users of telecommunications services are protected. 
Such over-regulation could serve to stifle innovation on the part of ILECs and could result in 
competition developing in an unhealthy manner as competitors could become overly reliant on 
the existence of regulatory protection. Similarly, such a large geographic component for the 
relevant market raises the very real possibility that forbearance could eventually be granted 
based on competition which is concentrated exclusively or primarily in urban core areas. 
Forbearance under such a scenario would leave vast regions of a province or ILEC operating 
territory containing many uncontested customers that will have lost regulatory protection 
without gaining the protection that the discipline of market forces will provide. In light of the 
above, the Commission considers that the ILEC operating territory or a province is not the 
appropriate geographic component of the relevant market. 

144. In the Commission's view, the LIR suffers from similar problems as a potential geographic 
component of the relevant market. Despite claims by some parties that competitors can offer 
service across an entire LIR with minimal incremental cost once a part of the LIR has been 
entered, the Commission's observations of current market dynamics suggest that competitive 
roll-out is not occurring in this manner. Competitors have almost universally rolled out service 
in accordance with their own existing network footprint which in most cases is smaller than an 
LIR or in some cases crosses multiple LIR boundaries. The Commission notes that in some 
cases an LIR can cover vast geographic regions in which very different competitive conditions 
can prevail within different portions of that LIR. The Commission is also concerned that the 
concept of an LIR is primarily one which is currently determined primarily by considerations of 
network architecture and the location of shared host-remote switches rather than by social and 
economic community of interest. As such, it is a geographic component that has minimal 
relevance to the social and economic interests of the users of telecommunications services, 
that is, the customers. The Commission considers it important that the customers of 
telecommunications services be able to have a clear picture of where forbearance has occurred 
or is likely to occur. Few, if any, customers know which LIR they live in or have any social or 
economic connection to "their" LIR. In light of the above, the Commission considers that LIRs 
are not the appropriate geographic component of the relevant market. 



 

 

145. The Commission considers that using an LCA as the geographic component of the relevant 
market would avoid some of the problems identified with respect to the LIR and the ILEC 
operating territory or province, in the sense that there would be many fewer uncontested 
customers in a forborne LCA and also a significantly greater probability that common 
competitive conditions will prevail across an LCA. The Commission considers that there 
would also be a greater sense of social and economic community of interest among customers 
in an LCA. 

146. However, the Commission considers that LCAs also suffer from several weaknesses that make 
their use as the geographic component of the relevant market problematic. Many LCAs overlap, 
thus creating administrative complexity and regulatory uncertainty in terms of the geographic 
area that is potentially the subject of an application for local exchange services forbearance. In 
addition, the borders of an LCA lack certainty. The Commission notes that an LCA can change 
and expand over time, in accordance with the rules laid down by the Commission in Framework 
for the expansion of local calling areas, Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-56, 12 September 2002. 
The Commission considers that if one or more local exchange(s) were added to a forborne 
LCA, complex issues would arise with respect to the application of the existing forbearance 
decision to the newly-added exchanges. On balance, the Commission considers that the 
administrative problems with the use of the LCA render it not appropriate for use as the 
geographic component of the relevant market. 

147. The Commission considers that administrative concerns also render TCI's proposal of using the 
serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC unworkable for the purpose of the local forbearance 
framework. The Commission notes that TCI's proposal requires the collection of data on the 
state of competition at the level of the postal code. The Commission is not convinced that such 
data can be collected from all ILECs and competitors with the necessary degree of accuracy and 
timeliness to allow for the efficient and effective administration of the local forbearance 
framework. In addition, the boundaries of the serving area of a full facilities-based CLEC will 
likely be highly variable, at least initially, and will not necessarily map to any existing 
administrative unit or territory. Moreover, TCI's proposal would create artificial incentives with 
regard to network roll-out. The Commission is also concerned by the possibility inherent in 
TCI's proposal that the geographic component of the relevant market has the potential to be, for 
example, one building. In light of the above, the Commission considers that the serving area of 
a full facilities-based CLEC is not appropriate for use as the geographic component of the 
relevant market. 

148. The Commission considers that using the local exchange as the geographic component of the 
relevant market would have a number of advantages. First, the Commission considers that it 
would minimize pockets of uncontested customers. Such evidence of competitive roll-out that 
the Commission has thus far indicates that where competitors provide service within a local 
exchange they generally do so throughout the entire local exchange. Similarly, several 
necessary steps that a competitor must undertake in order to provide local exchange service are 
done at a local exchange level. For example, local number portability (LNP) is implemented at 
a local exchange level and telephone numbers are assigned by local exchange. 



 

 

149. However, the Commission considers that a local exchange by itself as the geographic component 
of the relevant market would also have some weaknesses. The Commission notes that although 
the local exchange may correspond to a social and economic community of interest, as in the case 
of smaller communities that are encompassed within a single local exchange, in large urban 
centres, such as Vancouver, Montreal or Toronto, a single local exchange is too small to 
adequately reflect the common social and economic interests of customers. 

150. The Commission is also concerned that such a small geographic component of the relevant 
market is likely more prone to anti-competitive behaviour by the ILEC in a forborne situation, 
through the use of targeted marketing or otherwise. The Commission is concerned about the 
long-term effect of such potential anti-competitive activities on sustainable competition. 

151. The Commission notes that there are approximately 2,700 local exchanges in the ILECs' 
operating territories. The Commission is concerned with the effectiveness and efficiency of 
having approximately 5,400 different relevant markets if it were to choose the local exchange as 
the geographic component of the relevant market. The Commission considers that the regulatory 
and administrative burden involved in potentially processing such a large number of applications 
for local forbearance would not assist with an orderly transition to a forborne environment. 

152. In light of these concerns, the Commission considers that a local exchange, by itself, is not an 
appropriate geographic component for the relevant market. 

153. The Commission considers that the best approach to addressing the geographic component of 
the relevant market is to adopt a method of aggregating local exchanges that will allow the 
preservation of many of the advantages of using the local exchange while addressing some of 
the concerns outlined above. 

154. The Commission considers that such an aggregation of local exchanges should, to the extent 
possible, reflect a community of common customer economic and social interests, as well as 
cover an area that has substantially similar local telecommunications market conditions, 
including common marketing strategies, local service providers and local service offerings. 

155. In this way, the Commission expects to minimize pockets of uncontested customers over a 
larger geographic area, as well as any confusion among customers in distinguishing between 
forborne and non-forborne geographic areas. 

156. In addition, the Commission considers that such an aggregation of local exchanges should be 
large enough to limit concerns about anti-competitive action on the part of an ILEC after 
forbearance, but not so large as to effectively delay forbearance beyond the point at which 
regulation is still required. 

157. The Commission also recognizes that aggregating local exchanges in an efficient and effective 
manner for the purpose of the local forbearance framework may require different approaches 
with respect to rural and urban areas. Urban local exchanges, due to their higher concentration 
of population, may be more easily grouped into aggregations of local exchanges with common 
social, economic and market characteristics than rural local exchanges which are more sparsely 
populated and which cover much larger geographic areas. 



 

 

158. With respect to the large urban core areas of Canada, the Commission considers that the best 
approach to aggregating local exchanges is to aggregate all local exchanges within a CMA, as 
defined by Statistics Canada. 

159. The Commission considers that customers within a CMA will generally have common social 
and economic interests. The Commission considers, for example, that the local service 
providers will generally be the same throughout the CMA, and common marketing and pricing 
strategies will generally be pursued by those local service providers throughout the CMA. The 
Commission also considers that a CMA is more stable and well defined than an LCA or a 
competitor serving area and thus less subject to large changes in its boundaries over short 
periods of time. 

160. The Commission notes that aggregating urban local exchanges by CMA would result in 
increased efficiency in regulation, as there are currently 33 CMAs in Canada which cover over 
65 percent of Canada's population. The Commission considers that the CMAs also represent the 
areas that will most likely experience the most rapid growth of local competition due to their 
more concentrated populations and the presence of existing competitor facilities in most, if not 
all, CMAs. 

161. The Commission concludes that a CMA is large enough to limit concerns about 
anti-competitive action on the part of an ILEC after forbearance, but not so large as to 
effectively delay forbearance beyond the point at which regulation is still required. 

162. The Commission recognizes that some local exchanges at the outer edges of a CMA may 
have portions both inside and outside the CMA. For ease of administration, the Commission 
considers that the best approach to address such overlapping local exchanges is to apply the 
same principle the Commission uses in preparing its monitoring report, that is, those local 
exchanges whose rate centres are inside the CMA boundaries will be considered part of the 
CMA for the purpose of the local forbearance framework, while those local exchanges that 
have rate centres outside of the CMA boundaries will not be considered to be part of the CMA 
for the purpose of the local forbearance framework. 

163. With respect to the aggregation of those local exchanges that are outside of a CMA, the 
Commission notes, as set out above, the greater difficulty in aggregating local exchanges in 
more rural areas. The Commission considers it necessary, therefore, to have a greater degree of 
flexibility with respect to the geographic component of the relevant market outside of CMAs in 
order to allow for recognition of the varying social, economic and market conditions that will 
exist in different parts of Canada. 

164. The Commission does, however, wish to provide some guidance to parties on the geographic 
component of the relevant market for those areas outside of the CMA. This guidance, set out 
below, is based on the principles outlined by the Commission above, namely that the 
geographic component of a relevant market should reflect a social and economic community of 
interest, where customers have common expectations of service and pricing, should be 
administratively practical, competitively neutral, and should have well-defined, stable 
boundaries. The Commission also believes that any geographic component of a relevant market 
should contain a sufficient number of customers to allow for sustainable competition while not 
creating an overly large number of uncontested customers. 



 

 

165. The Commission considers that these principles can best be accommodated through the use of 
another standard geographical classification used by Statistics Canada. Specifically, the 
Commission considers that there is value in using the economic region (ER) as a basis for 
aggregating local exchanges outside of the CMAs for the purposes of the local forbearance 
framework. The ER is a standard unit created by Statistics Canada to have a geographic unit 
small enough to permit regional economic analysis, yet large enough to include enough 
respondents that a broad range of statistics can still be released. ERs may be economic, 
administrative or development regions. Within the province of Quebec, ERs are designated by 
provincial law; in all other provinces, ERs are created by agreement between Statistics Canada 
and the provinces concerned. 

166. The Commission considers that the ER, or a combination of ERs, as the geographic component 
of the relevant market outside of the CMAs, has several advantages. Most ERs have a minimum 
population of 100,000, providing, in the Commission's view, a sufficiently large population 
base to sustain competition in the local exchange services market. In those cases where an ER 
has a population below 100,000, the Commission may look to combine ERs to achieve a 
population of 100,000 or greater. While an ER arguably has a lesser social and economic 
community of interest than a CMA, the Commission considers that the origin of the ER as a 
unit for measuring regional economic activity, as well as the fact that its boundaries are either 
defined by the provincial government (in the case of Quebec) or as a result of negotiations 
involving the other provincial governments (all other provinces) provides a measure of certainty 
that the ER does reflect a level of economic and social integration across its geographic area. 
The Commission also notes that ERs have the advantage of being well-defined areas that are 
stable over time. There are currently 73 ERs in the ten provinces across Canada thus allowing 
for an orderly and efficient transition to a forborne environment by reducing the number of 
local forbearance applications that will be required and thus also reducing the associated 
regulatory and administrative burden. 

167. The Commission considers therefore that as a guideline for areas outside of the CMAs, ILECs 
should apply for relevant markets that include geographic components composed of one or 
more ER(s) where the total population in the geographic component is at a minimum 100,000. 
In Appendix A to this Decision, the Commission has set out the geographic components for 
each relevant market that meet this criterion as well as for each CMA. In Appendix A, the 
Commission has adopted the latest criteria for defining the CMAs and has also identified which 
local exchanges have been assigned to each geographic component. The Commission notes that, 
for ease of administration, where the boundaries of a CMA do not precisely coincide with the 
boundaries of the ER in which the CMA is located, that is, the ER is larger than the CMA and 
the population of the remainder of the ER is less than 100,000, the Commission will consider 
the geographic component of that relevant market to include the entire ER. Similarly, where a 
CMA covers more than one ER, generally those portions of the ERs which overlap with that 
CMA will be considered to be part of the same relevant market. The Commission will, for the 
purpose of this framework, refer to each such geographic component as a local forbearance 
region (LFR). 

168. The Commission reiterates, as set out above, that in the case of those areas outside of the 
CMAs, it wishes to allow for a measure of flexibility to take into account differing market and 
geographic conditions. To that end, while the Commission has provided guidance on the LFRs 



 

 

outside of the CMAs, as set out above, the Commission is willing to entertain applications for 
local forbearance outside of a CMA, pursuant to the local forbearance framework, which 
identify a different LFR from those set out by the Commission in Appendix A. Where an 
applicant ILEC wishes to apply for a different LFR than those set out in Appendix A, the 
Commission expects that applicant ILEC to identify why its proposed LFR better achieves the 
principles and objectives that the Commission has set out above in coming to its conclusions on 
the appropriate LFRs. The applicant ILEC should also address the impact of its proposal on 
adjacent LFRs. The Commission also notes that to the extent that an applicant ILEC applies for 
an LFR which contains a population below 100,000, a more in-depth review of the economics 
of that particular proposed relevant market may be required. The Commission also notes that 
while it expects the boundaries of CMAs and ERs to change only gradually over time, it expects 
that ILECs will base their applications for forbearance on the CMA and ER boundaries which 
are in place at the time of their application. 

 V. Local forbearance criteria 

 Positions of parties 

169. Aliant Telecom submitted that the criteria from Decision 94-19 were still relevant for assessing 
whether there was sufficient competition for the Commission to forbear. Aliant Telecom 
submitted that since many of the indicators of competition could be shown to exist now in 
virtually all local exchanges in Canada, the Commission should be able to establish a new 
process, as comprehensive as the Decision 94-19 framework that could produce a decision 
much more quickly. Aliant Telecom suggested that the Commission could reliably infer from 
observable data that competitive conditions in a particular market were sufficiently competitive 
to meet the standard of section 34 of the Act without repeating the full analysis contemplated 
under Decision 94-19. 

170. Aliant Telecom proposed a test that would use five percent actual ILEC loss of market share in 
an exchange as a criterion for forbearance. Aliant Telecom submitted that its proposed process 
would produce an expedited result based on a clear objective test with the focus being an 
examination of the market share of the ILEC in a particular local exchange or local exchanges. 
Aliant Telecom submitted that its proposal was based on the expedited process established by the 
Commission, under the Broadcasting Act, to enable Class 1 cable systems to achieve economic 
deregulation when pre-defined criteria are met. On the supply side, Aliant Telecom submitted 
that, considering the competitive nature of the local telephone market the supply availability 
component of the criteria established for Class 1 cable systems, a competitive alternative being 
available to 30 percent of households in an exchange had already been achieved. Aliant Telecom 
submitted it had proposed a more stringent demand side component of five percent loss of market 
share in an exchange relative to the Class 1 cable system test, which required that a cable provider 
no longer serve five percent of the addresses it had previously served. 

171. Aliant Telecom submitted that CLECs, cable LECs, and wireless providers have all made 
substantial investments in extensive networks to supply customers with alternatives to the 
ILECs' local wireline services. Aliant Telecom submitted that with those networks in place and 
operating, there were no significant barriers to expanding output to meet increased demand. 
Aliant Telecom further submitted that VoIP providers faced low barriers to entry and that 



 

 

over thirty had started offering service in Canada and offered service in all major urban areas. 
Aliant Telecom proposed that the Commission should, therefore, conclude that barriers to entry 
and expansion were not a reason to continue to regulate the ILECs' local exchange services. 

172. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, proposed what it suggested was an efficient test 
for forbearance of local exchange services that took into account the factors identified in 
Decision 94-19: low barriers to entry, vigorous and aggressive rivalry by competitors, 
technological innovation, customer awareness of competitive choices, and the extent to which 
customers have exercised that choice. These companies proposed, therefore, that the 
Commission should forbear from regulating a service in any exchange where five percent of the 
customers have opted for alternatives to the ILECs' regulated local exchange services. In their 
view, the five percent represents a milestone that enables one to see that customers are availing 
themselves of competitive alternatives. 

173. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that any loss of local share was in addition to the evidence 
related to other competitive indicators – the analysis of which sufficiently demonstrated that no 
service provider has substantial market power. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that by limiting the 
share calculation to the loss of connections, the metric did not account for any usage substitution 
from other forms of communication, such as cellular phones, instant messaging, text messaging, 
and email and, therefore, understated the actual level of substitution taking place. In addition, 
Bell Canada/Télébec argued that market share was a static, backward-looking measure that 
underestimated the true level of competition as it ignored the impact of new, strong competitors 
entering the market, and the competition for the market as evidenced, for example, by the 
presence of multiple bidders for business customer contracts. Bell Canada/Télébec also argued 
that losing five percent share of the local connections would imply that further share loss could 
occur in the future; Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that this prospect of continued share loss was 
sufficient to discipline the incumbent's behaviour in the entire market where the loss occurred as 
there were clearly one or more competitors with viable competitive offerings. 
Bell Canada/Télébec further submitted that when competitors could relatively easily expand to 
meet customer demand, even a small share loss could discipline the incumbent.  

174. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, submitted that a five percent market share loss 
criterion by itself did not demonstrate a lack of substantial market power. Bell Canada/Télébec 
argued that the lack of substantial market power was demonstrated by the evidence of rivalrous 
behaviour and wide-spread entry, the availability of low cost technology to entrants and the lack 
of significant barriers to entry. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that the proposed five percent 
criterion simply demonstrated that customers were attracted to competitive alternatives and 
were purchasing them. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that if it were proposing a market share 
test for the purposes of measuring market power, measuring shares on the basis of capacity, the 
ability to provide service, would be more relevant. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that in those 
areas where cable LECs have configured their networks to provide telephony services, the ILEC 
market share, measured on the basis of capacity, was less than 50 percent. 

175. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that evidence of the ease of entry and supply 
expansion should be considered the key indicators that a market was sufficiently competitive 
and hence should be forborne. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that the focus of an 
assessment of barriers to entry involved determining the time it would take for a potential 



 

 

entrant to become an effective competitor in the relevant market in response to a material price 
increase. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel suggested that the evidence in this proceeding 
demonstrated that competition in the local exchange services markets in Ontario and Quebec 
was rapidly taking hold. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel also concluded that the introduction 
of VoIP services was allowing for a new era of technology-based alternatives, in contrast to the 
initial CLECs that offered services using traditional telecommunications network solutions. 

176. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that, for purposes of calculating share loss in 
residential markets, the Commission should examine the total number of local connections, 
which should include, at a minimum, all local connections provided by ILECs, CLECs, cable 
LECs, access independent VoIP providers, and resellers, as well as the total number of 
wireless-only households.  

177. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that, for purposes of calculating share loss in 
business markets, the Commission should determine the number of local connections for each of 
the service markets it had identified: business primary local services, Centrex services and digital 
trunk services. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that the Commission should, at a 
minimum, include the connections provided by ILECs, CLECs, cable LECs, access independent 
VoIP providers, municipal electric utilities, and resellers, including systems integrators. 

178. Bell Canada/Télébec also submitted that it had demonstrated that barriers to entry in the local 
telecommunications market were low. Bell Canada/Télébec argued that its submissions in this 
proceeding provided evidence that demonstrated that there was facilities-based competition on 
a broad scale with capacity commensurate to that of the ILECs; that competitive rivalry was 
vigorous; that innovation and technological change were evident in markets with new entrants 
employing, in different ways, new IP technologies; that cable competitors already had 
relationships with millions of customers and offer a suite of communications services; and 
that customers were aware of the competitive alternatives available to them. 

179. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that market shares, by themselves, were often 
misleading indicators of market power in that they were backward-, rather than forward-, looking 
and accordingly should be used cautiously. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel further submitted 
that while market power required high market share, high market share alone did not necessarily 
indicate market power. 

180. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel submitted that while market share had the advantage of being 
quantifiable, indicating that competitive alternatives were available and providing evidence that 
customers were willing to try alternative suppliers, with respect to establishing a framework for 
local forbearance, the utility of market share was limited. Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel 
argued that markets shares often did not reflect the level of competition for the market. 

181. TCI proposed a bright-line test, whereby in any geographic area in which the following criteria 
were met, the Commission should determine that provision of local exchange service was 
sufficiently competitive for the purposes of forbearance under subsection 34(2) of the Act: 



 

 

 Residential 

 • A full facilities-based CLEC offering residential local exchange service 
throughout its serving area; and 

 • That full facilities-based CLEC has five percent of the total residential network 
access lines (NALs) and NAL-equivalents in its serving area. 

 Business 

 • A full facilities-based CLEC offering business local exchange service 
throughout its serving area; and 

 • That full facilities-based CLEC has five percent of the total business NALs and 
NAL-equivalents in its serving area. 

182. TCI submitted the rationale behind the first element was that facilities-based entry was both the 
most effective method of eliminating any remaining ILEC market power and the most likely to 
be lasting. TCI further submitted that full facilities-based entry was the most stringent standard 
for competitive entry and provided added assurance of the sustainability of competition within 
the area served by the full facilities-based CLEC in question. 

183. TCI submitted that the second element had its inspiration in the Commission's bright-line test 
for cable television basic rate de-regulation. TCI submitted the requirement that a full 
facilities-based CLEC have five percent of the total number of residential or business NALs and 
NAL-equivalents in its serving area was intended to demonstrate that users had access to a 
viable commercial alternative and were adopting it, not that the ILEC had lost a certain 
predetermined market share. 

184. TCI submitted that with the entry of a cable LEC or any other full facilities-based CLEC 
offering a wide variety of services over a single network, the ILEC lost any market power it 
may have had. TCI submitted that in such a case, market share was not relevant to the 
assessment of market power. TCI noted that this was the context and justification for its two 
facilities bright-line test. 

185. TCI submitted that for access independent VoIP providers, the barriers to entry and limits to 
supply side expansion were almost non-existent. TCI suggested that the Commission had 
recognized this in Decision 2005-28 and that the current count of over 20 such competitors 
demonstrated this. TCI further submitted that the availability of VoIP technology, which 
facilitates inexpensive entry as a local service provider, combined with the widespread adoption 
of HSIA services, rendered barriers to entry in local exchange services markets almost 
non-existent. TCI submitted that this limited the market power, irrespective of market share, of 
the incumbent telephone company. 

186. MTS Allstream submitted that the criteria for forbearance established in Decision 94-19 were 
specifically intended to be applied to the telecommunications market, and for this reason, were 
the appropriate criteria to use when determining if a particular ILEC's local voice services 
market was sufficiently competitive to forbear from regulation. 



 

 

187. MTS Allstream argued that forbearance in the local exchange services market was not 
appropriate at this time and should not be granted until all of the forbearance criteria set out in 
Decision 94-19 had been met. 

188. MTS Allstream submitted that the ILECs enjoy enormous advantages as a result of their 
incumbency arising from their former monopoly position in the market, for example, customer 
inertia, economies of scale and density, and the ubiquity of their local access network. As well, 
in MTS Allstream's view, there were several other significant technical, regulatory and 
legislative barriers to entry in the local market which should be largely eliminated before the 
Commission forbears. MTS Allstream submitted that these included, but were not necessarily 
limited to, the following: 

 • unbundling of essential and near essential facilities to provide circuit switched 
as well as Internet protocol (IP)-based local access and transport services; 

 • elimination of contractual and technical barriers to migrate Centrex local lines 
from an ILEC to a competitor; 

 • elimination of ILEC tariffs with long-term contracts and automatic renewal; 

 • Category I Competitor Services pricing which reflects actual costs to 
the ILECs; 

 • resolution of issues and successful implementation of competitor access to 
ILEC remotes to permit competitors to provide voice services to customers 
served by remotes; 

 • meeting competitor quality of service (Q of S) standards, to ensure that the 
ILECs do not use their control over facilities to delay delivery of essential and 
near essential services to competitors; 

 • competitor access to the ILEC's operational support systems (OSS), to provide 
CLECs with an equal opportunity to compete with the ILECs for local customers; 

 • full disclosure by the ILECs of all written and unwritten access agreements 
with multi-dwelling unit (MDU) owners; 

 • open ILEC-managed Internet platforms to competitors to allow customers 
more flexibility in supplier choice; 

 • access to third-party infrastructures including municipal and public lands, 
utility support structures, and commercial and residential MDUs for new 
entrants to effectively roll out their networks; 

 • resolution of issues related to local service inter-working for ILECs' Centrex 
and managed IP voice services; and 



 

 

 • all issues related to implementation of Decision 2004-46 and Decision 2005-28 
resolved and Decision 2004-46 successfully implemented. 

189. MTS Allstream further argued that any ILEC seeking forbearance in the local services market 
should demonstrate that it has fully complied with all of the Commission's rules related to 
competition in the local services market and that there were no outstanding regulatory 
compliance proceedings or issues relating to its conduct in the market. 

190. MTS Allstream proposed that any ILEC seeking forbearance for its local service must have met 
all competitor Q of S indicators for a consecutive 12-month period prior to applying for 
forbearance. MTS Allstream submitted that the ILECs' failure to meet competitor Q of S 
indicators had seriously prejudiced the ability of competitors to deliver and provide local 
telephony and other services to their customers in a timely and predictable fashion. 
MTS Allstream submitted that this placed competitors at a significant disadvantage relative to 
the incumbents in the provision of local services. MTS Allstream submitted that the only way to 
keep suppliers of underlying access and transport facilities from using their control over those 
facilities to alter the competitive context in their favour in a post-forbearance environment would 
be to ensure that the ILECs were consistently meeting the competitor Q of S indicators that had 
been established by the Commission. 

191. MTS Allstream submitted that the analysis set out in Decision 94-19 had been employed by the 
Commission in reaching numerous other forbearance determinations with more facility than the 
forbearance determinations of most other regulators in the world. MTS Allstream submitted that 
to now adopt alternative forbearance frameworks depending on the entrant in question would be 
administratively costly and confusing to all parties involved. 

192. MTS Allstream argued that in the absence of a full evaluation of the local services market, it 
would be entirely inappropriate to replace the Commission's established forbearance criteria 
with an automated, bright-line market share-based forbearance mechanism. 

193. MTS Allstream argued that while it was of the view that market share-based forbearance 
triggers or pre-conditions were inappropriate, it was critical that any such thresholds that might 
be considered reflected a proper balance between the ILECs' overall local market position and 
the scope of the adopted relevant market definition. 

194. MTS Allstream submitted that when it came to measuring market share there were already 
measures of local market share based on revenues and on lines in the Annual Monitoring Report 
and there was no need to modify these measures or the frequency at which they are calculated. 

195. The CCTA, supported by Rogers and Cogeco, submitted that the Commission should rely on a 
two-part test, employing both objective and subjective elements: 

 • The first part of the test would be a finding that a minimum 30 percent share of 
the relevant market was not served by the ILEC. This threshold reflected 
CCTA's proposed definition of the relevant market. The market share would 
serve as a necessary, but not sufficient basis for forbearance, and would 
provide an objective basis for proceeding to the second part of the test. 



 

 

 • The second part would rely on evidence that competitive alternatives exist in 
the relevant geographic market on a pervasive and sustained basis. 

196. The CCTA, supported by Rogers and Cogeco, submitted that in proposing a threshold of 
30 percent market share not served by the ILEC, it considered past determinations by the 
Commission as well as the approach taken by competition authorities in Canada and 
internationally. The CCTA, supported by Rogers and Cogeco, submitted that in the case of the 
Commission, it has previously found a market to be workably competitive where the ILEC 
did not hold more than 70 percent market share, as in the case of toll forbearance. 

197. The CCTA, supported by Rogers and Cogeco, submitted that an approach to measuring market 
share in the residential local exchange market was to consider the proportion of the total number 
of households within a geographic market that are served by the ILEC. The CCTA, supported by 
Rogers and Cogeco, submitted that fewer than two percent of all households did not subscribe to 
residential local exchange service and that all households can be served by the ILEC. In their 
view, it should follow that measuring market share on this basis would accurately reflect 
the percentage of the market served and not served by the ILEC. The CCTA, supported by 
Rogers and Cogeco, argued that another factor in favour of this approach was that it would 
reflect households that were not served by the ILEC because customers have decided to rely 
solely on a VoIP reseller's service or a wireless service. The CCTA, supported by Rogers and 
Cogeco, further submitted that calculating market share using this approach could be derived 
using information just from the ILEC, so the method was less sensitive to over or underreporting 
of lines served by competitors. 

198. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers and Shaw, proposed that a consideration 
of the status of barriers to entry would form an essential part of the second part of CCTA's 
proposed two-part forbearance test. The CCTA submitted that the persistence of these barriers 
would prevent the competitive marketplace from functioning in a manner consistent with the 
intent of section 34 of the Act. 

199. Rogers and Call-Net submitted that the Commission should ensure that the following issues were 
resolved prior to forbearing from the regulation of any of the ILECs' local exchange services: 

• full implementation of OSS access; 

• full implementation and enforcement of Q of S for Competitor Services, that is, 
ensuring that the ILECs meet the standards set; 

• full implementation of asymmetric digital subscriber line (ADSL) unbundling 
from retail local service by all ILECs; 

• access to the transmission path from ILEC remotes to support competitive 
provision of voice, video and data services to end users; and 

• full compliance by all ILECs with their obligations to file tariffs for all local 
access and transport facilities and services capable of supporting voice, video 
and data services, such as Ethernet and ADSL facilities and next generation 
transport services. 



 

 

200. Shaw submitted that the Commission should use the approach originally developed in 
Decision 94-19, which, in its view, was consistent with competition policy literature and 
jurisprudence. Shaw also submitted that the Commission should consider additional demand 
conditions, supply conditions and barriers to entry. Shaw submitted that demand conditions 
considerations should include an assessment of customers' willingness to switch local providers. 
Shaw submitted that the Commission should also take note of the specific supply conditions 
and barriers to entry that exist for local competition.  

201. Shaw recommended that an application for local telephone service forbearance be automatically 
rejected unless the ILEC can show the following: 

 • conclusive evidence that customers were no longer reluctant to change local 
service providers when offered lower prices from competitors; 

 • conclusive evidence that competitors had access to support structures on terms 
that were at least as favourable as the terms the ILECs enjoy and demonstration 
that delays, onerous and unnecessary requirements and additional costs of 
accessing the ILECs' support structure were eliminated; 

 • conclusive evidence that problems with access to rights-of-way and access to 
buildings no longer existed and that the ILEC proposing the forbearance of 
local exchange service did not have an advantage or receive any preference, 
not available to CLECs, with respect to any of these forms of access; and 

 • it had fulfilled its competitor Q of S obligations, and had consistently done so 
for a period of 24 months, for services needed by CLECs to provide local 
exchange services. 

202. Shaw also recommended that the Commission make a full assessment of the sunk costs and time 
to entry, which in its view, act as a barrier to entry and can make competition in the market 
unsustainable. 

203. Shaw submitted that although a high market share was not a sufficient condition for market 
power, it was an important indicator that market power might exist. Shaw submitted that with 
market shares approaching 100 percent, it was difficult to conclude that the ILECs did not have 
market power. Moreover, Shaw also submitted that market share was now more significant 
when considered in the context of the lower prices offered by competitors. 

204. QMI submitted that ILEC market share would clearly play a key, but not an exclusive, role in 
any set of criteria for approving local forbearance. QMI submitted that market share was a 
particularly powerful indicator in the present circumstances. QMI submitted that the local 
exchange telephony market was one characterized by effective saturation and substantial 
customer inertia, due in large part to the essential nature of the service itself. QMI noted that as a 
result, new entrants did not have any meaningful scope for establishing themselves via a "grow 
the market" strategy, as was the case in the television distribution market, the Internet access 
market and the wireless market. QMI further noted that except for a marginal degree of second 
line activity, new entrants must establish themselves by winning customers away from the 



 

 

entrenched incumbent. QMI submitted that in these circumstances, it was entirely reasonable for 
the Commission to afford particular attention to incumbent market share loss as a core criterion, 
indeed a gating criterion, for forbearance. 

205. QMI recommended that when an ILEC fell below 80 percent market share across its entire 
operating territory the Commission should agree to consider an ILEC application for local 
forbearance. QMI suggested that it was only at this level of competitor penetration that the 
ILEC's ability to target competitors' customers would be diluted sufficiently to afford 
competitors a reasonable chance to survive in the local marketplace. 

206. QMI recommended that the Commission adopt, for the purpose of assessing the local residential 
market, a definition of ILEC market share equal to the number of households purchasing local 
exchange services from the ILEC at a specific date divided by the total number of households 
purchasing local exchange services in the ILEC's operating territory. 

207. QMI submitted that once an ILEC had filed market share data demonstrating that it had passed 
this market share loss threshold for proceeding with a qualitative local forbearance analysis, as 
validated by the Commission, then the ILEC should be called upon to file evidence on the 
broader supply and demand considerations necessary to conclude that forbearance was factually 
warranted. QMI submitted that the list of considerations should include, but not necessarily be 
limited to the following: 

 • the number and type of competitors (facilities-based and non-facilities-based); 

 • evidence of rivalrous behaviour in pricing and service differentiation; 

 • evidence of the substitutability of allegedly competing services, including an 
assessment of 9-1-1 service equivalency and the availability of message relay 
service (MRS) and privacy features; 

 • the existence of fair and rational interconnection arrangements (both 
circuit-switched and IP-based) between incumbents and new entrants, with 
characteristics that one would expect to be arrived at through free negotiations 
between parties of equal bargaining power; and 

 • the ability of competitors to secure access to municipal rights-of-way and 
multi-tenant buildings, whether residential or commercial. 

208. EastLink proposed that the forbearance test should be a two-stage test, with the first stage being 
an objective assessment of the incumbent market share loss, measured by lost households and 
the second stage being an assessment of subjective factors related to the market power of the 
incumbent and the sustainability of the competition. EastLink submitted that in the first stage, 
30 percent loss of market share by the incumbent in its proposed relevant market was a 
reasonable threshold to apply to initiate the forbearance analysis. EastLink submitted that market 
share would not assist in determining market power of a firm if competition did not exist 
sufficiently throughout the geographic market. EastLink proposed that the second stage of the test 
requires an analysis of whether competitive alternatives exist on a pervasive and sustained basis. 



 

 

209. EastLink submitted that, if the ILECs had more than 70 percent of the market then they clearly 
had sufficient market power to impede or unduly impair the establishment or continuance of a 
competitive marketplace. Further, EastLink submitted that there would be no harm to the ILECs 
as a result of waiting until they had lost a certain percent of the market before performing the 
forbearance analysis. In EastLink's view, the ILECs have sufficient flexibility today to compete 
and with 70 percent or more of the market they would have the scope and scale to leverage 
market power against entrants. 

210. EastLink submitted, in addition, that part of the criteria for forbearance should include a grace 
period – a period of time to recognize the need for the competitor to recover some of its initial 
investment. EastLink submitted that a major element of the viability and sustainability of a 
competitor was the recovery of the investment made by that competitor. EastLink submitted 
that the importance the Commission had placed on facilities-based entry clearly indicated that 
viable competition must take into consideration the reasonable investment environment and 
noted that its investment was based on that understanding. EastLink submitted that competitors, 
such as itself, that have made larger investments, should have a longer period of time to recover 
that investment. With regard to the timeframe for such a grace period, EastLink submitted that 
the appropriate time period must be established on a case-by-case basis. 

211. EastLink submitted that the calculation of its proposed threshold be based on the number of 
households the ILEC lost. EastLink suggested that this approach to calculating the loss seemed 
to be the most efficient and practical route as it provided an avenue for minimal evidence to be 
submitted, by ILECs only, and it counted actual households lost, so there was little risk that the 
loss of second lines would also be counted. 

212. The Competition Bureau noted that, as the Commission observed in Decision 94-19, significant 
market share was a necessary, but not sufficient, condition to find market power. The 
Competition Bureau submitted that a significant market share indicated that consideration of 
additional factors was required to assess the potential for market power. The Competition 
Bureau submitted that one such factor, and a necessary condition for the exercise of market 
power, was the existence of barriers to entry. 

213. The Competition Bureau proposed that the Commission should adopt a structured rule of reason 
(SROR) approach that could serve as the basis for streamlined analysis of ILEC requests for 
local exchange service forbearance, once the relevant product market had been identified. In the 
Competition Bureau's view, this approach used the following set of conditions that, if satisfied, 
should be sufficient for the Commission to conclude that an ILEC did not possess market power 
in the provision of local exchange services: 

 • At least two independent facilities-based service providers must exist, the 
ILEC and a facilities-based entrant, capable of offering local service that 
has been determined to fall within the relevant product market for ILEC 
local service; 

 • The entrant was able to obtain and retain a customer base; 



 

 

 • The entrant's variable costs of providing local service are similar to or lower 
than the ILEC's variable costs of providing local service; 

 • Neither the ILEC nor the entrant was capacity-constrained; 

 • There was evidence of vigorous rivalry between the ILEC and the entrant in 
the provision of local service; and 

 • Industry characteristics are such that the ILECs are unlikely to engage in 
anti-competitive behaviour. 

214. The Competition Bureau submitted that competition between two or more independent 
facilities-based service providers was likely to be effective when most of the costs of providing 
service are fixed and sunk. In the Competition Bureau's view, if the marginal cost of using 
capacity was relatively small and capacity was plentiful then competition between 
facilities-based service providers was likely to be effective. In the Competition Bureau's view, 
an assessment of a competitor's variable costs of providing local service was, therefore, a 
necessary part of its SROR test to determine whether or not an incumbent has market power. 

215. The Coalition submitted that it supported the Commission's expressed intent to establish clear 
criteria for local forbearance consistent with the framework set out in Decision 94-19. The 
Coalition suggested that the Commission should consider and adapt certain existing forbearance 
models that have already proven to operate well and which can serve as useful precedents. In 
this regard, the Coalition proposed the Commission use either the model developed for 
deregulation of the basic service rates for Class 1 incumbent cable television licensees or the 
model developed for forbearance of interexchange private line services. 

216. The Coalition submitted that in the market for business local exchange services, the 
Commission should adopt the following criteria for forbearance: 

 • evidence of the existence of two or more providers offering business local 
exchange services in an LCA; and 

 • evidence of the loss of market share of five percent or more by the ILEC in the 
LCA. Such a loss would be measured from the time of entry of the alternate 
service provider(s). 

217. Vonage submitted that market share could not be easily separated from other criteria for 
determining an ILEC's market power. Vonage submitted that when the ILEC retained a high 
level of market share, the Commission could take no real comfort from other indicia that might 
suggest competition was rivalrous. Vonage submitted that this was particularly so in the market 
for local telephone services, where there are not only significant barriers to entry form the 
perspective of the supply conditions but also a history of an entrenched monopoly, ubiquitous 
network and customer inertia. 



 

 

218. Vonage argued that in order to conclude that the ILECs no longer wielded substantial market 
power such that competition was sufficient to protect the interests of users, the Commission 
must be confident that the competitors' market share gains were real, non transitory, and 
sustainable. Vonage submitted that it was critical that the Commission resist the ILECs' urging 
to deregulate their service on the mere promise, or even modest early results, of this 
competition. 

219. Xit telecom submitted that there was no single bright line test, whether set at five or 30 percent 
which could prove that the level of competition had attained a level that was both necessary and 
sufficient so as to ensure that the public interest would be served by forbearance. 

220. Xit telecom submitted that new facilities-based entrants, such as itself, intended to enter the 
local telephone market once the terms and conditions of interconnection had transitioned to IP 
such as to make entry economically feasible and sustainable on a prospective basis. Xit telecom 
submitted that squashing the ability of ILECs to force cost prohibitive interconnection with 
all-IP CLECs was one of the most important criteria of forbearance. 

221. The UTC submitted that it might be difficult to develop a simple set of principles to identify 
market power in a specific market; however, a short cut or bright-line test might provide 
guidance in clear-cut cases. 

222. The UTC submitted that market share was a good indicator of whether a market was 
competitive. The UTC submitted that market share provides cogent evidence of actual 
competitive entry into a market, of the substitutability of the competitor's services for the 
incumbent's services, and the ability of new entrants to gain a foothold in the market. The UTC 
further suggested that market share was often used by competition authorities as prima facie 
evidence of market power. The UTC cited the Competition Bureau's Merger Enforcement 
Guidelines where a 35 percent market share was used to identify mergers that are unlikely to 
have anti-competitive circumstances. 

223. The UTC submitted that it would be consistent with Canadian and European Community 
competition law to use market share evidence as a bright-line test for forbearance. The UTC 
submitted that, pursuant to the Canadian and European practice, a market share of less than 
35 percent would justify forbearance on a bright-line test and a higher market share would 
require a complete competition analysis. 

224. In Cybersurf's view, there was no substitute for a solid market analysis along the lines of a 
Decision 94-19 analysis in order to avoid premature forbearance. Cybersurf submitted that 
unless competitors of an ILEC in a relevant local exchange service market hold at least a 
35 percent market share, the ILEC should generally not qualify for forbearance in that market. 
Cybersurf further submitted that this was not the end of the analysis and that even if competitors 
hold a market share equal to or greater than 35 percent in a relevant market, an assessment of 
related demand and supply conditions was also required before a determination regarding 
forbearance should be made. 

225. Cybersurf suggested that prior to forbearance, among other things, the following steps 
must be taken: 



 

 

 • The ILECs must fully unbundle and tariff all of the underlying facilities and 
services used to provision ILEC local exchange services, including those used 
by the ILECs to provision IP-based local telephony services such as managed 
voice services; 

 • The issue of competitor access to ILEC remotes must be resolved, fully tested 
and implemented; 

 • ILECs must fully meet all competitor Q of S indicators; 

 • Competitor access to ILEC OSS must be fully tested and implemented; 

 • ILECs must fully comply with MDU rules; 

 • All issues related to local service interworking (including interworking relating 
to Centrex and IP-based local telephony services such as managed voice 
services) must be resolved; 

 • ILECs must demonstrate that all of their customer contracts for Centrex 
service, including all customer specific arrangements and Special Facility 
Tariffs that include Centrex-based services, have been amended so as to 
include transition provisions that allow end-user customers to migrate to the 
service platform of a competitor without penalty and within a reasonable 
period of time; and 

 • Any facility or service that was in the nature of an essential, near essential or 
bottleneck facility and/or service and that was used to provision a retail 
telecommunications service (whether wireline, VoIP, etc.) should be 
unbundled and made available through a Commission-approved tariff prior to 
the offering of the retail service in question. 

226. Primus submitted that the Commission's efforts to develop the appropriate criteria for 
forbearance should focus on determining whether the ILECs have market power, as set out in 
Decision 94-19. Primus submitted that the Commission must also consider other factors which, 
in its view, must be present to ensure that forbearance will not impair the continuance of a 
competitive market after the decision to forbear has been made. Primus submitted that, among 
other things, a workable wholesale access regime, governed by tariffs approved by the 
Commission, must be present before forbearance. 

227. In addition, Primus proposed that from its perspective as a reseller, the following entry barriers 
must be removed before the Commission should grant the ILECs any kind of forbearance in the 
local telecommunications market as they would facilitate the entry of the greatest number of 
competitors in the local market: 

 • full unbundling of essential and near essential facilities by both the ILECs and 
the cable LECs; 



 

 

 • Competitor Category I Service rates for all ILEC and cable LEC services in the 
nature of an essential service; 

 • changes to ILEC Centrex contracts to facilitate switching service to a competitor; 

 • access to ILEC remotes; and 

 • ILEC compliance with local competition rules. 

228. Primus submitted that the Commission should base any evaluation of market share on the 
number of local lines, or equivalents, served by the dominant service providers. Primus 
submitted that other measurements, for example, revenues or customer base, could have the 
potential to skew the results of such tracking, depending on how these terms were defined, and 
might not accurately represent the extent of the dominant supplier's market power. Primus 
further submitted that local lines, or their equivalents, were an objective measure by which to 
gauge market share. 

229. FCI/Yak proposed the following: 

 • The market was not workably competitive and forbearance was not appropriate 
if an ILEC had a market share of 70 percent or greater and a price premium of 
five percent or greater; 

 • Forbearance would not be appropriate if there was fewer than three 
facilities-based competitors, including the ILEC, providing service in 
the market; 

 • When an ILEC requests forbearance and has less than a 70 percent market 
share or the price differential was five percent or less, the ILEC must 
demonstrate that there was a steadily increasing competitor market share. In 
particular, the ILEC must be able to show that competitors' market share, in the 
relevant market, has increased by five percent or more, in each of the previous 
2 years; 

 • The ILEC must demonstrate it had met or exceeded all of the competitor 
Q of S indicators; 

 • The Commission should reject an ILEC forbearance application if it had made 
a determination, within the previous 12 months of receiving the application, 
that the ILEC had engaged in anti-competitive behaviour or had violated any of 
the Commission's competition safeguards, including the winback and 
promotions restrictions and tariff obligations; 

 • The ILEC must demonstrate that access to MDUs, rights-of-way and support 
structures were available to local service providers on terms and conditions 
equal to or better than the terms and conditions available to the ILEC; and 



 

 

 • The Commission should assess the time to entry and sunk costs confronted by 
CLECs, when considering any application for local exchange service forbearance. 
This should include an opportunity for potential and existing competitors to 
identify and explain the nature and extent of these barriers to entry. 

230. FCI/Yak submitted that market share was a key indicator of the ILECs' size and dominance. 
FCI/Yak suggested that, while other factors should be considered, a market share equal to or in 
excess of 93 percent was a strong, if not compelling, indicator of market power and that it was 
only in theory that a company with overwhelming dominance and market share verging on 
100 percent could also have little or no market power. 

231. Call-Net submitted that the criteria for determining whether or not an ILEC exercises market 
power with respect to local exchange services in its operating territory were easy to list but 
difficult to apply. In Call-Net's view, while market share alone was not determinative, it was 
clear that a high market share combined with the existence of significant barriers to entry such 
as bottleneck facilities, sunk costs, customer inertia and limited market growth found in the 
local exchange services market currently precluded a finding that an ILEC did not exercise 
market power. Call-Net also submitted that markets with two competitors were usually not as 
competitive as markets with three or more competitors. Call-Net submitted that the risk of the 
exercise of market power due to coordinated effects was increased as the number of competitors 
declined. Call-Net submitted that the fewer the market participants, the easier it was to reach an 
understanding and monitor compliance. 

232. Call-Net proposed that as a pre-condition to forbearance, competitors be able to obtain access to 
underlying access and transport services at appropriate rates. Call-Net further proposed that the 
Commission cannot forbear unless competitors have access, on non-discriminatory terms and 
conditions, to all essential facilities that they must acquire from the ILECs. 

233. The Consumer Groups submitted that in general, it would appear necessary to have at least five 
competitors active in a market in order to assure robust, effective competition. However, if any 
one competitor has more than 50 percent market share, the Consumer Groups suggested that 
that competitor may be dominant and, therefore, additional factors would need to be considered. 
The Consumer Groups proposed that a lower threshold for the number of competitors seemed 
justified, provided that forbearance was granted on a conditional basis that incorporated 
safeguards and a mechanism to monitor and, if necessary, to terminate forbearance. 

234. The Consumer Groups proposed that it would be reasonable to consider forbearance in a local 
exchange market if there were at least three service providers in the market, each with a market 
share of five percent or greater, and the ILEC's market share had fallen below 70 percent for at 
least 12 consecutive months. The Consumers Groups submitted that if the ILEC's market share 
were to drop below 70 percent for at least 12 months, then competitors would appear to be 
building a sustainable presence in the market and this, in turn, would suggest that competition 
should continue to evolve and consumers should benefit from both price competition and 
service innovation over the long run. 



 

 

235. The Consumer Groups submitted that, in some markets, a third facilities-based competitor 
might not enter the market for some time, if ever. The Consumer Groups submitted that if a 
situation were to develop where an ILEC had lost significant market share – 30 percent or 
greater – in a market where there were only two facilities-based suppliers, it would not be 
unreasonable for the Commission to examine whether a non-facilities-based competitor with 
five percent or more market share would be able to constrain duopolistic behaviour. The 
Consumer Groups proposed that this would require a detailed examination of factors such as 
evidence of rivalrous behaviour, competitor churn rates, and especially the opportunity for 
margin squeezing, the diminishment of operational efficiency and comparable issues arising 
from the dependence of the third competitor on the facilities and services of one of the 
network operators. 

236. The Consumer Groups emphasized that their proposed thresholds did not purport to indicate 
that an ILEC would no longer have market power. The Consumer Groups' submitted that the 
existence of significant barriers to entry, together with considerable market fragmentation, 
strongly suggested that an ILEC with a much lower market share would still enjoy some market 
power. The Consumer Groups suggested, however, that it would be reasonable for the 
Commission to forbear, in part and conditionally at their proposed relatively high market share 
level in order to permit consumers to enjoy the benefits of enhanced competition. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

237. Under the Decision 94-19 approach to forbearance, the Commission considers that a market is 
not sufficiently competitive if a firm possesses substantial market power. Market power may be 
assessed by examining three factors: market share, demand conditions that affect responses of 
customers to a change in price for a product or service, and supply conditions that affect the 
ability of competitors in the market to respond to a change in the price of a product or service. 
The Commission noted, in Decision 94-19, that high market share is a necessary, but not 
sufficient, condition for market power; other factors must be present to enable a firm with 
market power to act anti-competitively. 

238. In Decision 94-19, the Commission considered that evidence of rivalrous behaviour was also 
important with respect to assessing the degree to which a market may be workably competitive. 
Evidence of rivalrous behaviour may include falling prices, vigorous and aggressive marketing 
activities, or an expanding scope of competitor activities in terms of products, services or 
geographic boundaries. The Commission also considered that the nature of innovation and 
technological change in the relevant market may also be a useful indicator. Industries 
characterized by rapid innovation in products, processes and technology tend to experience 
greater price movements and new entry, thereby making it difficult to exercise market power. 

239. As set out above, the Commission, as part of the local forbearance framework established in 
this Decision, has created a set of criteria that it is satisfied will enable it to determine whether 
forbearing in a particular relevant market would be consistent with the requirements of 
section 34 of the Act, and hence whether forbearance should be granted, to the degree set out in 
this Decision, in that relevant market. 



 

 

240. Outside of a consideration of applicant ILEC market share, in establishing these criteria, the 
Commission has focused on matters that are either exclusively or primarily within the control of 
an applicant ILEC. The Commission notes that several parties suggested criteria which are 
mostly outside of the control of an applicant ILEC, such as ensuring access to municipal 
rights-of-way, third-party support structures and MDUs. The Commission considers that it 
would not be appropriate to make such matters criteria for local forbearance. The Commission 
considers that it would be unfair to an applicant ILEC for the Commission to withhold granting 
local forbearance due to a matter over which the applicant ILEC has little or no control. The 
Commission is also concerned that withholding local forbearance under such circumstances 
would increase the risk of delaying local forbearance in a relevant market longer than necessary 
without substantially increasing support for sustainable competition. The Commission also 
believes that matters such as access to municipal rights-of-way, third-party support structures 
and MDUs are matters of common telecommunications industry concern and should be dealt 
with jointly by all Canadian carriers, and not merely the ILECs. 

241. The Commission has also not adopted the suggestions put forward by some parties for a grace 
period to allow competitors to recover sunk costs prior to local forbearance, nor has it adopted 
the suggestion that it should analyse the variable costs as between competitors and an applicant 
ILEC in a relevant market. The Commission is charged, under the Act, to, among other policy 
objectives, foster increased reliance on market forces for the provision of telecommunications 
services and to ensure that regulation, where required, is efficient and effective. In the 
Commission's view, it would run counter to this duty under the Act to provide regulatory 
protection to competitors beyond the point at which an applicant ILEC can exercise market 
power in a relevant market. The Commission, equally, should not put itself into the position of 
second-guessing or micromanaging the business plan of competitors by reviewing their variable 
costs and comparing those variable costs to the variable costs of an applicant ILEC. If an 
applicant ILEC can demonstrate that it no longer can exercise market power in a particular 
relevant market then the Commission considers that market forces should be permitted to 
operate in that relevant market, within the scope of the framework set out in this Decision, and 
it is incumbent on competitors to adapt to that market reality. 

242. The Commission considers that an applicant ILEC can demonstrate to the Commission's 
satisfaction that it no longer can exercise market power in a particular relevant market when 
that applicant ILEC can demonstrate that it has met all of the following criteria: 

a) The ILEC has suffered a 25 percent market share loss in the relevant market 
for which forbearance is sought (market share loss); 

b) The ILEC has, for the six months prior to the application, met individual 
standards for each of the 14 specified competitor Q of S indicators of the rate 
rebate plan (RRP) for competitors, when the results are averaged across the 
six-month period (competitor Q of S); 

c) The ILEC has put in place the necessary Competitor Services tariffs. In the case 
of an application for forbearance from regulation of residential local exchange 
services, the ILEC has an approved Competitor Services tariff for bundled 
ADSL available over loops not used for primary exchange service (dry loops) as 



 

 

well as in conjunction with PES, and in the case of an application for 
forbearance from regulation of business local exchange services, the ILEC has 
an approved Competitor Service tariff for bundled ADSL available both over 
dry loops and in conjunction with PES as well as approved competitor Ethernet 
access service and transport service tariffs (Competitor Services tariffs); 

d) Where the Commission has required it, the ILEC has implemented competitor 
access to its OSS in accordance with Competitive local exchange carrier 
access to incumbent local exchange carrier operational support systems, 
Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-14, 16 March 2005 (Decision 2005-14) 
(Access to OSS); and 

e) The ILEC has demonstrated to the Commission's satisfaction that rivalrous 
behaviour exists within the relevant market (rivalrous behaviour). 

Each of these criteria will be discussed in greater detail below. 

243. The Commission considers that these criteria are a package of requirements which will satisfy it 
that an ILEC will no longer exercise market power within a relevant market, and that none of 
the criteria by itself is sufficient. 

 Market share loss 

244. The Commission notes that the parties made extensive submissions on whether market share 
should be used to measure an ILEC's market power within a relevant market and, if so, at what 
level of ILEC market share loss or competitor market share gain the Commission should forbear 
from regulating local exchange services in a particular relevant market. 

245. The Commission does not agree with those parties that argued that a market share number, 
either applicant ILEC market share loss or competitor market share gain, could by itself 
constitute a bright-line test justifying forbearance in a particular relevant market. In the 
Commission's view, a market share number provides an important measure, at a fixed point in 
time, of the degree of success that competitors have had in a particular relevant market in 
competing with the applicant ILEC. A market share number, by itself, however, does not 
provide sufficient guidance on the future sustainability of competition within that particular 
relevant market. In order to be able to assess the future sustainability of competition within that 
relevant market the Commission must also look to the other criteria established in this Decision. 

246. The Commission considers, as between applicant ILEC market share loss or competitor market 
share gain in a relevant market, that applicant ILEC market share loss is the better measure to 
use as part of the process to assess the applicant ILEC's market power in a particular relevant 
market. The Commission considers that using applicant ILEC market share loss has the 
advantage of focusing attention on the impact of competition on the applicant ILEC rather than 
on competitors. In the Commission's view, it is the loss of customers to competitors by an 
applicant ILEC which best demonstrates that an ILEC's market power may be diminished.  
 
 
 



 

 

In addition the Commission notes, in passing, that the collection of data with respect to ILEC 
market share loss is much less onerous on parties and the Commission since it involves, 
primarily, the collection of already existing data from the ILECs, rather than a host of data from 
competitors in each relevant market. 

247. The appropriate level of applicant ILEC market share loss was the subject of considerable 
debate among the parties to the proceeding; with proposals ranging from a low of five percent 
to a high of 35 percent. In the Commission's view, setting the level of applicant ILEC market 
share loss to be used as a criterion for the purposes of the local forbearance framework is not a 
precise scientific exercise; nor did any of the parties to the proceeding pretend that it was. The 
Commission considers that the level of applicant ILEC market share loss should be set at a 
sufficiently high level that the Commission can have confidence that a critical mass of 
customers have decided to receive their local exchange services from competitors, and as a 
consequence there is a wider acceptance by customers within a relevant market of the reality of 
local exchange service competition, and an openness to trying competitive alternatives. In short, 
the Commission considers that the applicant ILEC market share loss level should be set at a 
level that, when taken into consideration with the other criteria, demonstrates that competition 
in that relevant market is sustainable. 

248. The Commission considers that below 25 percent market share loss competition in a relevant 
market would be unlikely to be sustainable in a forborne environment, while above this level, 
provided that the other forbearance criteria set out in this Decision have been met, competition 
with the accompanying benefits to consumers would be delayed too long. The Commission 
finds that a 25 percent applicant ILEC market share loss level strikes the right balance between 
these competing interests. In light of these factors, the Commission considers that the applicant 
ILEC market share loss number should be set at 25 percent. 

249. The Commission also notes that there was considerable debate among the parties regarding 
what should be counted in order to calculate any market share criteria. Parties disagreed, for 
example, on whether market share should be calculated based on lines or households. 

250. The Commission notes that, with respect to the issue of what to measure in calculating a market 
share number, parties to this proceeding generally proposed one of four methods of measuring 
market share: Network Access Service (NAS) or NAS-equivalents, households served, local 
connections and gross local service revenues.  

251. The Commission considers that in order for regulation to be efficient and effective any method 
of measuring market share must be easy for parties to understand and straightforward for parties 
and the Commission to implement and administer. The Commission is also of the view that the 
market share number should be calculated in as objective a manner as possible in order to 
minimize any disputes or controversy over its accuracy. 

252. In light of these considerations, the Commission considers that neither households served nor 
gross local service revenues are appropriate methods for calculating a market share number for 
the purposes of the local forbearance framework. Both methods contain elements of subjectivity 
in terms of determining what should be counted either as a household or as local service 
revenues. The Commission is concerned that this subjectivity leaves these measures more open 
to regulatory gaming than either NAS or local connections. 



 

 

253. As between NAS or local connections, the Commission considers that NAS is the preferable 
measure of market share. NAS is a concept that the Commission has previously used and that is 
familiar to all parties. The Commission's existing data collection system already collects 
information on market share by NAS from parties; as such the additional collection and 
administration required under the local forbearance framework will result in a minimal, 
incremental administrative burden on parties. By contrast, the Commission notes that the 
concept of local connections is a new one proposed in this proceeding that has not been 
previously defined or used by the Commission or parties. The Commission also notes that the 
concept of local connections as proposed in this proceeding would include wireless-only 
subscribers who the Commission has found are not within the relevant market at this time. The 
adoption of this concept would, in the Commission's view, require an undue increase in the 
administrative burden on parties in collecting and reporting data, as well as measuring services 
which the Commission has found to be outside of the relevant market. The Commission 
considers, therefore, that an applicant ILEC's market share loss should be measured using NAS 
and NAS-equivalents.1 

254. The Commission defines NAS and NAS-equivalents as follows: 

 • A NAS is a wireline connection from a customer location to the PSTN which 
includes 1) a telephone number, 2) a connection to the PSTN and 3) access 
from the customer location to the service provider's office. This definition 
measures total physical line connections. 

 • A NAS-equivalent is also a wireline connection from a customer location to 
the PSTN. It also includes a telephone number and a connection to the PSTN, 
but, in the case of a NAS-equivalent, access from the customer's location to the 
service provider's office utilizes a broadband Internet access. This definition 
measures the total primary telephone numbers in service counted in the 
exchange that is native to the primary telephone number. 

255. The Commission will refer to these two terms collectively as "local wireline connections" for 
the balance of this Decision. 

 Competitor Q of S 

256. The Commission has, in a series of decisions beginning with Quality of service indicators 
for use in telephone company regulation, Telecom Decision CRTC 97-16, 24 July 1997 
(Decision 97-16), established competitor Q of S indicators to allow the Commission to monitor 
the provision by the ILECs of certain services to competitors. Most recently the Commission 
finalized the competitor Q of S indicators as well as the Q of S RRP for competitors in 
Finalization of quality of service rate rebate plan for competitors, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2005-20, 31 March 2005 (Decision 2005-20). 

                                                 
1 The Commission notes that while the industry uses the terms NAS and NAL interchangeably, the Commission uses each term for 

a specific purpose. For the purposes of the local forbearance framework established in this Decision the Commission has, for the 
reasons set out above, decided to use NAS. 



 

 

257. The Commission notes that CLECs depend significantly on the use of ILEC services such as the 
provisioning and maintenance of unbundled loops, competitor digital network services and 
other local network facilities, as well as local number portability, in order to provide services to 
their own customers. 

258. The purpose of the Q of S regime for competitors is to ensure that all competitors receive a 
Q of S from the ILECs of a sufficiently high level to enable the competitors to compete fairly 
with each other and with the ILECs. 

259. In Decision 2005-20, the Commission established minimum performance standards for each of 
14 competitor Q of S indicators, which the Commission considered to represent the minimum 
standard of service that an ILEC should provide to each competitor that receives services from 
that ILEC. A listing of these indicators and the corresponding standard which each ILEC must 
meet with respect to each competitor is attached to this Decision as Appendix B. 

260. The Commission considers that the achievement of this minimum standard of service by an 
ILEC is an important factor in limiting an ILEC's market power and helping to ensure that 
competition within a relevant market will be sustainable. 

261. The Commission has determined that, in order for an ILEC to qualify for forbearance in a 
particular relevant market it will be required to show that for the six months prior to the 
application, it has met the individual standards for each of the 14 Q of S indicators for 
competitors, when the results are averaged across the six-month period.2 

 Competitor Services tariffs 

262. In the Commission's view, the ILECs' Competitor Services tariffs offer facilities, functionalities 
and services that provide key inputs to services offered by competitors and are therefore 
important to the promotion and sustainability of local competition in a relevant market. 

263. For example, Competitor Services permit competitors to provide retail high-speed Internet 
service to customers over which VoIP local phone service can also be provided. Competitor 
Services that make the ILECs' unbundled local loops available to competitors, including 
facilities-based competitors such as cable LECs, allow those competitors to extend the area in 
which they offer telecommunications services beyond those areas where they have facilities. 

264. The Commission, accordingly, considers that tariffs for ILEC Competitor Services that are 
required for the provision by competitors of local exchange services should generally be in 
place prior to forbearance in a particular relevant market being granted.  

265. The record of this proceeding demonstrates that there is general agreement that the ILECs have 
already put into place tariffs for the bulk of the Competitor Services required for the provision 
of circuit-switched local exchange services.  

                                                 
2 The Commission notes that this six-month averaging does not apply to the RRP regime established in Decision 2005-20. 



 

 

266. The Commission notes, however, that some parties submitted that additional ILEC services, 
including ADSL access service on both a bundled and unbundled basis, Ethernet access and 
transport services, IP packet prioritization services, wavelength service, and IP-to-IP 
interconnection service should be available as Competitor Services prior to an ILEC being 
granted forbearance from the regulation of local exchange services in a particular relevant market. 

267. The Commission notes that certain ILECs have Competitor Services tariffs, in force, for a 
bundled broadband access service based on ADSL technology (bundled ADSL service). The 
Commission further notes that, if an ILEC's bundled ADSL service is available over dry loops, 
a competitor may use that service to provide high speed retail Internet service and local VoIP 
service to a residential or business customer that has not subscribed to PES service, whether 
from an ILEC or a CLEC, using an unbundled local loop. For the purpose of this Decision, the 
Commission defines bundled ADSL service as a bundled broadband access service based on 
ADSL technology that provides ADSL access, transport and aggregation functionalities.  

268. In light of the importance of an ILEC's bundled ADSL services for the competitive provision of 
local VoIP phone service, the Commission considers that an approved Competitor Services 
tariff for bundled ADSL available both over dry loops and in conjunction with PES should be a 
criterion for forbearance from regulating local residential exchange service and local business 
exchange services in a relevant market. 

269. The Commission notes that competitors also use ILECs' Ethernet access and transport services 
tariffs to compete in the local retail business market for Ethernet services and further notes that 
certain ILECs have approved tariffs for the provision of Ethernet service to competitors. The 
Commission accordingly considers that an ILEC must also have in place approved Ethernet 
access and transport service tariffs as a criterion for forbearance from regulating business local 
exchange services in a relevant market. 

270. With respect to the other Competitor Services identified by some competitors as specifically 
needing to be in place prior to an ILEC being granted forbearance from regulation of local 
exchange services in a relevant market, the Commission considers that such services are either 
already being dealt with under the terms of other regulatory frameworks, such as the approach 
to standardized IP-to-IP interconnection adopted in Decision 2005-28, or are not sufficiently 
important to the promotion or sustainability of local exchange competition to be made specific 
criteria for forbearance at this time. 

271. The Commission notes, however, that, as competition, technology and networks continue to 
evolve, new Competitor Services may be approved that the Commission may consider should be 
made part of the local forbearance framework as criteria for forbearance. If, in the future, the 
Commission approves new Competitor Services, the Commission will, at the time of approval 
of a new Competitor Service, identify whether an ILEC must have approved tariffs for that 
Competitor Service in place as a criterion for forbearance under the local forbearance framework.



 

 

 Access to OSS 

272. In Decision 2005-14, the Commission found that access to timely and accurate information 
pertaining to customers was necessary for CLECs to be on an equal competitive footing with 
the ILECs that already had such access. The Commission found that the development and 
implementation of CLEC access to ILEC OSS was necessary to eliminate barriers to effective 
competition in the local exchange services market and directed Bell Canada and TCI to develop 
and implement CLEC access to their OSS systems. 

273. The Commission notes that, since Decision 2005-14, both of those carriers have worked to 
implement CLEC access to their OSS systems; and the Commission expects that such access 
will be implemented in the near future. 

274. Aliant Telecom, MTS Allstream and SaskTel are only required to develop and implement 
CLEC access to their OSS once a CLEC indicates its willingness, by signing an agreement of 
intent, to access their respective OSS databases. Within 30 days of signing such an agreement, 
the affected ILEC must file an implementation plan, for Commission approval, for CLEC 
access to its OSS databases. 

275. Given the value of OSS access to the promotion and sustainability of local exchange service 
competition, the Commission considers it important that those ILECs for which a framework for 
CLEC access to their OSS databases has been established demonstrate an unequivocal 
commitment to implementing such access where required under the OSS framework prior to 
being granted forbearance under the local forbearance framework in a particular relevant market. 

276. The Commission considers that for those ILECs for which implementation of CLEC access to 
OSS has already been mandated, that is, Bell Canada and TCI, completion of that 
implementation, prior to the date of any application for forbearance pursuant to the framework 
established in this Decision, is a criterion for forbearance for those ILECs. 

277. For every other ILEC, except Télébec and the former TELUS Québec, where the Commission 
has approved an implementation plan pursuant to Decision 2005-14 the ILEC 
must demonstrate that it has developed and implemented that plan prior to the filing of 
its forbearance application. 

278. The Commission notes that the OSS framework does not apply to either Télébec or the 
operating territory of the former TELUS Québec. The Commission considers, therefore, that, 
at this time, no criterion with respect to CLEC access to OSS applies to applications for 
forbearance under the local forbearance framework relating to relevant markets in Télébec's 
operating territory or in the operating territory of the former TELUS Québec. If, in the future, 
the Commission establishes a framework for CLEC access to OSS in these operating territories 
it will determine, at that time, whether and to what extent a criterion relating to CLEC access to 
OSS should be applied to applications for local forbearance in those operating territories. 



 

 

 Rivalrous behaviour 

279. The remaining criterion for forbearance under the local forbearance framework relates to the 
existence of rivalrous behaviour in the relevant market. 

280. Evidence of rivalrous behaviour that may be provided by an applicant ILEC to demonstrate that 
both it and the competitors offering local exchange services in a particular relevant market are 
acting in a rivalrous manner may include falling prices, vigorous and aggressive marketing 
activities, or an expanding scope of competitor activities in terms of products, services or 
geographic boundaries, as well as evidence of rapid innovation in products, processes and 
technology. 

 Commission conclusions on local forbearance criteria 

281. Based on the record of this proceeding and the submissions of the parties, the Commission 
considers that if an applicant ILEC can demonstrate that the local forbearance criteria set out 
above have been met in a particular relevant market then the requirements of section 34 of the Act 
for a forbearance determination will have been met and that it will be appropriate to forbear. 

 VI. Scope of local forbearance 

282. The Commission notes that subsections 34(1) and (2) of the Act empower the Commission to 
forbear in whole or in part, conditionally or unconditionally, from the exercise of any power or 
the performance of any duty referred to therein.  

283. The Commission received submissions from parties with respect to the appropriate degree of 
forbearance from its powers and duties set out in sections 24, 25, 27, 29 and 31 of the Act as 
well as with respect to certain obligations imposed by the Commission pursuant to its powers 
under these sections. 

284. The Commission has set out its conclusions with respect to each of those sections of the Act 
below, dealing with sections 25, 29 and 31 first, as these sections raise the fewest issues with 
respect to the scope of forbearance. The Commission has then set out its conclusions with 
respect to sections 24 and 27.  

 Section 25 

285. Section 25 of the Act provides as follows: 

 (1) No Canadian carrier shall provide a telecommunications service except in accordance with a 
tariff filed with and approved by the Commission that specifies the rate or the maximum or 
minimum rate, or both, to be charged for the service. 

 (2) A joint tariff agreed on by two or more Canadian carriers may be filed by any of the carriers 
with an attestation of the agreement of the other carriers. 

 (3) A tariff shall be filed and published or otherwise made available for public inspection by a 
Canadian carrier in the form and manner specified by the Commission and shall include any 
information required by the Commission to be included. 



 

 

 (4) Notwithstanding subsection (1), the Commission may ratify the charging of a rate by a 
Canadian carrier otherwise than in accordance with a tariff approved by the Commission if the 
Commission is satisfied that the rate 

 (a) was charged because of an error or other circumstance that warrants the ratification; or 

 (b) was imposed in conformity with the laws of a province before the operations of the carrier 
were regulated under any Act of Parliament. 

 Positions of parties 

286. Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada/Télébec, MTS Allstream, SaskTel and TCI were of the view that 
the Commission should forbear completely and unconditionally from the exercise of its powers 
and duties under section 25 of the Act. 

287. Call-Net was of the view that the Commission could forbear from requiring ex ante approval of 
rates under section 25 of the Act, but that the Commission could retain the requirement that the 
ILEC perform an imputation test and have it available in the event of a dispute. 

288. CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers and Shaw, considered that the Commission 
could forbear from section 25 of the Act in relation to ILEC retail telecommunication services 
provided to end-users, including resellers. 

289. The Consumer Groups were of the view that the Commission should forbear from section 25 of 
the Act with respect to the approval of rates. The Consumer Groups considered, however, that 
any forbearance framework would have to rely on close monitoring of the performance of the 
market, including the prices for local exchange services. 

290. Cybersurf submitted that where a forbearance determination applies, an ILEC should not be 
subject to the tariff requirements of section 25 of the Act. 

291. QMI submitted that it would be prepared to consider a regime wherein the Commission would 
forbear from section 25 of the Act. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

292. The Commission notes that, in Forbearance – Services provided by non-dominant Canadian 
carriers, Telecom Decision CRTC 95-19, 8 September 1995 (Decision 95-19), it determined to 
forbear from the exercise of its powers and duties under section 25 of the Act in respect of 
non-dominant carriers. Similarly, in Decision 97-8, the Commission determined to forbear from 
the exercise of its powers and duties under section 25 of the Act in respect of retail 
telecommunication services provided by CLECs to end-users, including resellers. 

293. The Commission considers that to require an ILEC in a forborne market to obtain prior 
Commission approval of tariffs would generally place that ILEC at a competitive disadvantage 
relative to the competitors offering local exchange services in that relevant market. 

294. The Commission considers that, where an applicant ILEC has met the local forbearance criteria 
in a relevant market, it would be appropriate, with respect to that relevant market, to forbear 
from exercising its powers and duties under section 25 of the Act. 



 

 

 Section 29 

295. Section 29 of the Act provides that: 

 No Canadian carrier shall, without the prior approval of the Commission, give effect to any 
agreement or arrangement, whether oral or written, with another telecommunications common 
carrier respecting 

 (a) the interchange of telecommunications by means of their telecommunications facilities; 

 (b) the management or operation of either or both of their facilities or any other facilities with 
which either or both are connected; or 

 (c) the apportionment of rates or revenues between the carriers. 

 Positions of parties 

296. Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada/Télébec, SaskTel and TCI argued that the Commission should 
forbear completely from section 29 of the Act. 

297. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that the Commission's powers under section 29 of the Act were 
largely irrelevant to the local services that were within the scope of this proceeding. 
Bell Canada/Télébec took the position, in this regard, that the ILECs' agreements with LECs 
and other carriers for local interconnection purposes were Competitor Services which were 
outside the scope of this proceeding. 

298. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers and Shaw, contended that the Commission 
must, at a minimum, retain its authority to exercise section 29 of the Act insofar as it relates to 
LEC services and agreements or involve inter-carrier agreements. 

299. The UTC argued that the Commission should retain section 29 powers in order to assist in the 
retention of Commission jurisdiction over 9-1-1 and other public service features of 
local service. 

300. The Consumer Groups submitted that the Commission must continue to exercise its powers 
under section 29 of the Act in order to ensure the existence of open systems that facilitate full 
interconnection and interoperability of local networks and to ensure full implementation of all 
policy objectives of the Act. 

301. MTS Allstream submitted that the Commission might need to retain its powers under section 29 
of the Act, at least in the early years of local forbearance, in order to ensure that ILEC 
interconnection agreements with other carriers remained consistent with the Commission's 
regulatory framework for local competition as set out in Decision 97-8. MTS Allstream noted in 
this regard that, at the present time, all LECs, regardless of whether they are dominant in the 
market or not, must obtain the Commission's approval for all interconnection agreements 
entered into with other LECs.  



 

 

302. Xit telecom submitted that the Commission should retain its duties to enforce all dispositions of 
section 29 of the Act for the foreseeable future. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

303. The Commission notes that section 29 of the Act has little application to those local exchange 
services which are within the scope of this proceeding. 

304. The Commission notes further that inter-carrier agreements on Competitor Services, that 
comprise the vast majority of the agreements requiring section 29 approval by the Commission, 
are not within the scope of the present proceeding. Nor, as the Commission determined in 
Decision 2005-35, are inter-carrier agreements related to certain services that have a strong 
public interest component, notably 9-1-1 service and MRS. Agreements relating to these 
services will accordingly still require Commission approval pursuant to section 29 of the Act. 

305. The Commission considers, therefore, that it will be appropriate for the Commission to 
determine to forbear from the exercise of its powers and duties under section 29 with respect to 
inter-carrier agreements, that are within the scope of the present proceeding, in a relevant 
market where an applicant ILEC has demonstrated that it has met the local forbearance criteria.  

 Section 31 

306. Section 31 of the Act states: 

 No limitation of a Canadian carrier's liability in respect of a telecommunications service is 
effective unless it has been authorized or prescribed by the Commission. 

 Positions of parties 

307. Aliant Telecom, Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, and TCI submitted that the 
Commission should forbear from exercising its powers and duties under section 31 of the Act. 

308. The Consumer Groups, QMI and Cybersurf considered that the Commission could forbear from 
section 31 of the Act. 

309. MTS Allstream submitted that the Commission could forbear unconditionally from section 31 
of the Act, provided that all of the concerns raised by it with respect to other issues in the 
proceeding had been dealt with. 

310. The UTC submitted that the Commission needed to decide whether carriers should continue to 
receive the benefit of the Commission-sanctioned limitation of liability clauses or experience 
the burden of the Commission-imposed wording of such limitations in a competitive market. 

311. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers and Shaw, considered that the Commission 
must, at a minimum, retain its authority under section 31 of the Act insofar as it relates to LEC 
services and agreements or involve inter-carrier agreements. 



 

 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

312. The Commission considers that, in a competitive market for local exchange services, all carriers 
should be able to establish through negotiations with their customers, the extent and scope of 
any limitations on their liability, and that such limitations should not be mandated by the 
Commission. 

313. In view of the nature and degree of competition in a relevant market in which an applicant 
ILEC can demonstrate that the local forbearance criteria have been met, the Commission 
considers that it will be appropriate to forbear with respect to section 31 of the Act in that 
relevant market. The Commission notes that any provision limiting liability in any existing 
contracts or arrangements, as of the date of the Commission decision granting forbearance in a 
relevant market, will remain in force until its expiry. Such existing contracts or arrangements 
will be deemed to terminate on the date or in the manner provided therein, notwithstanding any 
contractual provisions governing extensions. 

 Section 24 

314. Section 24 of the Act states that: 

 The offering and provision of any telecommunications service by a Canadian carrier are subject 
to any conditions imposed by the Commission or included in a tariff approved by the 
Commission. 

 Positions of parties 

315. Aliant Telecom submitted that the Commission should generally forbear completely from 
section 24 of the Act, with the possible exception of imposing conditions to satisfy specific 
public policy purposes. 

316. Aliant Telecom supported maintaining the same social obligations on ILECs as were imposed 
on CLECs in Decision 97-8, with the exception of the customer confidential information 
provisions. Aliant Telecom submitted that with passage of the Personal Information Protection 
and Electronic Documents Act (PIPED Act) there was no longer any need to impose regulations 
on Canadian carriers regarding the confidentiality of customer information. 

317. Aliant Telecom specifically considered that all LECs should be subject to regulatory obligations 
in respect of the following: public safety (9-1-1), MRS, alternative billing formats for the blind, 
privacy protections relating to optional services, telemarketing restrictions, and access with 
respect to MDUs. Aliant Telecom considered that safeguards, if deemed necessary, should be 
transparent and competitively neutral and should apply to all service providers. 

318. Aliant Telecom suggested that the Commission should not regulate how services are offered in 
a competitive market from an economic standpoint. With reference to the provision of a 
comprehensive telephone directory, Aliant Telecom submitted that there were strong 
commercial incentives for publishing a comprehensive white page directory, and that it would 
not change its practice of providing directories in forborne areas while continuing to provide 
them in regulated areas. 



 

 

319. Aliant Telecom suggested that those matters covered by the ILECs' terms of service, that is, 
providing assurances, processes and supplier obligations, were part of a supplier's service and 
should not be directed by the Commission in a forborne market. Aliant Telecom submitted that 
suppliers should have the right to differentiate their services and the terms and conditions under 
which the services were offered. Aliant Telecom argued, therefore, that as a function of 
competition, various policies, such as deposit and termination, should be matters of contract 
between sellers and customers. 

320. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that the Commission should forbear substantially from its 
power to impose conditions under section 24 of the Act. They argued that the retention and 
continued exercise of Commission powers on speculative grounds created uncertainty for 
industry stakeholders and was contrary to the policy objectives of the Act. Bell Canada/Télébec 
was of the view that the Commission should expressly specify those purposes for which it 
would retain its condition-making power and forbear in all other respects. Bell Canada 
submitted that the most efficient and effective means of attaining its social objectives was for 
the Commission to retain section 24 condition-making power expressly for this purpose in 
future forbearance decisions. 

321. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, submitted that customer safeguards should apply 
to all local service providers as a condition under section 24 of the Act. Bell Canada/Télébec 
submitted that conditions relating to confidential customer information were unnecessary, 
duplicative and should be discontinued. 

322. Bell Canada/Télébec considered that a competitive market would ensure customer needs are met, 
including customer demands for stand-alone basic PES. In Bell Canada/Télébec's view, if service 
providers ignored customer demands, they would not be able to compete. Bell Canada/Télébec 
considered, therefore, that no regulatory safeguard or mechanism would be required to ensure the 
availability of stand-alone basic PES. In addition, Bell Canada/Télébec and SaskTel anticipated 
that all service providers serving a forborne market would be able to agree, without Commission 
oversight, on a competitively neutral and equitable basis to fund the publication and distribution 
of white page directories to their own subscribers. 

323. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, submitted that approved terms of service were 
neither desirable nor required. In Bell Canada/Télébec's view, customers would migrate to other 
providers if the terms of service were not fair, equitable and commercially reasonable. 

324. SaskTel submitted that the Commission should expressly specify those purposes for which it 
retained its section 24 condition-making power and forbear in all other respects. SaskTel 
submitted that any safeguards, imposed by the Commission, should be available to all 
consumers regardless of the service provider. In SaskTel's view, therefore, any section 24 
conditions established by the Commission should apply to all LECs. 

325. TCI recognized that the Commission may wish to retain section 24 conditions, as it has in 
several instances in the past, in the interest of the enforcement of its non-price-related rules. 
TCI submitted, however, that any section 24 conditions should apply equally to CLECs and 
ILECs, and that ILECs should not have any greater responsibilities for providing services to 
meet public policy objectives than do their competitors. 



 

 

326. TCI was of the view that mechanisms and safeguards were not necessary to ensure stand-alone 
PES was made available. In TCI's view, market forces would ensure that stand-alone PES 
would continue to be offered. TCI argued that if one LEC ceased providing such service, other 
LECs would have the incentive to address the market desiring stand-alone PES. In TCI's view, 
new entrants usually focused on higher revenue producing customers; therefore their initial 
offerings might be limited to bundles, but as their business grew, they would expand their target 
market to include customers that take less full-featured bundles and stand-alone services. TCI 
also submitted that it would continue to produce its white pages directory regardless of whether 
it was mandated to do so. 

327. TCI was of the view that terms of service should not be regulated as market forces would 
determine such terms. 

328. MTS Allstream supported the Commission maintaining its section 24 powers. MTS Allstream 
noted that, in Decision 97-8, certain obligations were imposed on all LECs. MTS Allstream also 
noted that resellers are required to comply with other safeguards as a condition of obtaining 
service from a LEC. MTS Allstream was of the view that if these obligations were suspended 
for an ILEC, they should also be suspended for competitors. MTS Allstream submitted, 
generally, that any section 24 conditions should apply equally to ILECs and competitors. 

329. MTS Allstream submitted that the Commission could retain ILEC stand-alone PES as a 
section 24 condition. MTS Allstream was also of the view that the current arrangement for the 
white pages directory could also be maintained, under section 24, in a forborne market. 

330. The Coalition supported maintaining section 24 of the Act to impose conditions that met social 
policy objectives in order to protect the interests of users. The Coalition suggested, however, 
that conditions designed to protect the interests of users and to meet social policy objectives 
should apply to all service providers equally. 

331. The Coalition considered that competition would ensure that stand-alone PES was made 
available at competitive rates. The Coalition suggested that, if there was not sufficient demand 
or the service was not profitable, an appropriate response might be to subsidize the provision of 
stand-alone PES. The Coalition also considered that a white pages directory need not be 
provided and produced by the ILECs alone. The Coalition submitted that one directory could be 
funded by all LECs with cost sharing based on local telecommunication revenues. 

332. The CCTA, supported by Rogers, Shaw, EastLink, and Cogeco, submitted that an appropriate 
starting point for imposition of conditions under section 24 of the Act would be those conditions 
applicable to other non-dominant carriers, namely the CLECs. In the view of these parties, to the 
extent that additional safeguards unique to ILECs were considered necessary, such conditions 
should be justified by reference to residual market power. The CCTA observed that forbearance 
would permit ILECs the discretion to provide preferential treatment to needy customers where 
warranted without need of Commission direction via tariff to validate the preference. 

333. The CCTA, supported by Rogers, Shaw, EastLink and Cogeco, maintained that it would be 
difficult for one competitor to offer services only in a bundle if another service provider offered 
these services on a stand-alone basis. In the CCTA's view, supported by Rogers, Shaw, EastLink 



 

 

and Cogeco, whether the Commission decides to forbear from regulating ILEC's local service was 
not dependant on the ILECs' obligation to provide a comprehensive directory; this obligation 
must be maintained because the ILEC would most likely always serve the critical mass of 
customers needed to support the compilation of a directory. The CCTA noted that maintenance 
of this obligation would not prejudice the ILEC as it carries with it the right to brand the directory 
service as well as to receive revenues from enhanced listings and additional advertising. 

334. The CCTA, supported by Rogers, Shaw, EastLink and Cogeco, submitted that the determination 
in Local service pricing options, Telecom Decision CRTC 96-10, 15 November 1996 
(Decision 96-10) remained valid today, that is, that telephone service was affordable to the 
vast majority of Canadians. The CCTA noted that, in Decision 96-10, ILECs were directed to 
implement several measures to assist local telephone subscribers in managing the affordability 
of service, for example, toll restriction at no charge, instalment payment plans and other bill 
management tools. 

335. The Competition Bureau was of the view that consumer protection laws and regulations existed 
in the larger economy that could serve the telecommunication sector well. The Competition 
Bureau recognized, however, that the Commission might, in order to meet certain objectives of 
the Act, impose safeguards. 

336. The Competition Bureau considered that the Commission should only impose conditions on 
forborne services where there was compelling evidence that competition would not provide 
services deemed to be essential for consumers. The Competition Bureau also suggested that 
conditions might need to be imposed when the public interest and the need for national 
uniformity required it. 

337. The Competition Bureau considered that the maintenance of the confidentiality provisions 
associated with access by law enforcement agencies to confidential customer information might 
be required to satisfy both the public interest and the need for national uniformity. The 
Competition Bureau also suggested that certain safeguards, such as free toll blocking, might 
need to be maintained in a forborne market. 

338. The Competition Bureau considered that if the Commission were to regulate terms of service 
after forbearing, there was the danger that the terms of service mandated by the Commission 
would not be similar to those that would have prevailed in a competitive market. 

339. The Competition Bureau urged the Commission to make clear, in its forbearance decision, the 
precise matters it intended to continue to regulate if it decided on partial forbearance or to retain 
the right to re-regulate forborne markets. According to the Competition Bureau, if the 
Commission were to decide to regulate some, but not all, terms of service, it should carefully 
delineate what activities it does intend to regulate. 

340. EastLink considered that the ILECs should continue to be regulated under the same conditions 
that govern CLECs. EastLink suggested that this would include retaining jurisdiction under 
section 24 of the Act to address consumer safeguards and to facilitate the achievement of the 
Canadian telecommunications policy objectives. 



 

 

341. QMI submitted that it would not object if the Commission maintained section 24 of the Act. 
QMI was further of the view that ILECs could be mandated to continue to provide stand-alone 
PES if the Commission felt it was necessary.  

342. Rogers considered that the Commission should generally maintain section 24 powers. Rogers 
submitted, in particular, that privacy requirements should be maintained. Rogers also submitted 
that several other conditions relating to social policy that were imposed on the ILECs' provision 
of local exchange services were also imposed on local services provided by CLECs, and 
through all LECs, on resellers including VoIP providers. Rogers considered that these 
conditions should be maintained. 

343. Cybersurf submitted that it would be appropriate to maintain section 24 powers and impose 
conditions to safeguard consumers. Cybersurf was also in support of the Commission retaining 
the general terms of service for the ILECs. 

344. FCI/Yak submitted that consumer safeguards currently in place should be maintained. 
FCI/Yak was also of the view that stand-alone PES should remain tariffed to ensure it was 
available and affordable. 

345. Primus supported the Commission maintaining section 24 powers and establishing conditions to 
protect consumers. In addition, Primus submitted that the Commission should impose a 
section 24 condition on the ILECs that would require them to continue to provide stand-alone 
PES after forbearance. Primus was also of the view that the white pages directory should 
continue to be produced by ILECs. Primus supported general terms of service applied to both 
tariffed and non-tariffed services. 

346. The UTC considered that the Commission should retain the public service features of local 
service, which, according to it, required the retention of section 24 powers. The UTC also 
considered that the public service features of local service should be available from all local 
service providers. In the UTC's view, a comprehensive directory would still be needed in a 
competitive market. The UTC was of the view that, if the ILECs did not want the obligation to 
provide the white pages directory, other service providers would step forward to do so. The 
UTC was also of the view that approved terms of service were not required as consumers are 
protected by the Competition Act. 

347. Xit telecom was of the view that the Commission should maintain section 24 powers and 
conditions of service. 

348. The Consumer Groups submitted that the Commission should not forbear from section 24 of 
the Act and that all LECs should continue to be subject to regulatory obligations. 

349. The Consumer Groups submitted, specifically, that the ILECs, and all other LECs, should 
continue to be subject to regulatory obligations in respect of the following: protection of 
customer confidential information; public safety (that is, 9-1-1 service); MRS; alternative 
billing formats for the blind; privacy protections relating to local optional services; 
telemarketing restrictions; and access to MDUs. The Consumer Groups also submitted that the 
Commission should maintain the obligations associated with privacy protections relating to 
optional services. The Consumer Groups also considered that conditions such as toll blocking 
would remain justified in a competitive market. 



 

 

350. The Consumer Groups were concerned that, given the trend toward bundling telecommunications 
services, absent regulatory intervention, a situation could evolve whereby stand-alone basic PES 
would no longer be available to customers. The Consumer Groups suggested that a situation 
where customers were required to purchase services they did not want in order to obtain an 
essential service could raise affordability issues for some customers. 

351. In the Consumer Groups' view, PES was an essential service and it would be unacceptable for 
consumers not to be able to purchase it on a stand-alone basis. As such, the Consumer Groups 
argued that the Commission should require ILECs in a forborne market to provide basic 
stand-alone PES. In the Consumer Groups' view, such a condition would not prevent the ILEC 
from also offering basic local exchange service as part of a service bundle. The Consumer 
Groups were also of the view that the ILECs' obligation to provide a comprehensive white 
pages directory should be retained subject to a requirement that all registered LECs in a 
forborne area contribute to the cost of the directory creation and distribution. 

352. The Consumer Groups considered that general terms of service should be applicable to all 
LECs, in forborne markets, given that basic local residential service was an essential service. 
The Consumer Groups expressed concern that, in an area where an ILEC's local exchange 
services were forborne, some customers could find themselves unable to obtain local telephone 
service if the LECs serving that area were to require long-term commitments or significant 
deposits as a precondition of providing service. The Consumer Groups also suggested that 
customers that experienced financial difficulties could find themselves unable to retain their 
local exchange service if unduly harsh payment terms were imposed. The Consumer Groups 
argued that the current ILEC terms of service adequately protected the interests of customers 
and should be maintained, or even extended to other service providers. 

353. ARCH submitted that section 24 conditions should specify that telecommunication services 
must continue to be provided consistent with all current Commission decisions containing 
accessibility requirements for persons with disabilities, including the decisions requiring the 
following: billing statements; bill inserts and information on rates, terms, and conditions of 
service to be accessible to persons with visual disabilities; MRS; and mandatory teletypewriter 
(TTY) unit upgrades for pay telephones. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

354. The Commission notes that most residential and business customers residing in a forborne 
market will be able to obtain service from at least two competing TSPs. The Commission 
considers that the operation of market forces will generally be sufficient to protect the interests 
of these customers. The Commission considers, however, that there will be exceptions where 
market forces may not be sufficient to protect the interests of all users in forborne markets.  

355. The Commission recognizes that for some customers, particularly residential customers, the 
operation of market forces after forbearance may result in either a loss of services on which 
they are reliant or potential increases in prices for services which are essential to their daily 
lives. The Commission also considers that there may be pockets of uncontested residential and 
business consumers in forborne markets. The Commission is also cognizant of the arguments 
raised by ARCH and the Consumer Groups regarding the position of vulnerable customers, 



 

 

including persons with disabilities, and their unique needs with respect to telecommunications 
services. The Commission considers that market forces alone may not be sufficient to protect 
the interests of these customers. 

356. The Commission also notes that there are issues of privacy and accessibility to basic 
telecommunications service that are common to all users of telecommunications services which 
may not be adequately dealt with by the operation of market forces. 

357. In light of these concerns with respect to the social and economic requirements of users of 
telecommunications services, and in light of concerns regarding the need to keep service 
reliable and affordable in all parts of Canada, the Commission has decided, at this time, that it 
will not refrain completely from exercising its powers and duties under section 24 of the Act in 
forborne markets. 

358. The Commission's primary focus, with respect to its section 24 powers and duties, has been to 
eliminate as much economic regulation as possible while maintaining those section 24 powers 
and duties that are necessary, at this time, to further policy objectives such as affordability, 
accessibility, the availability of emergency services and privacy. 

359. The Commission considers that its discussion of those section 24 conditions that it initially 
intends to retain in a forborne market, under the local forbearance framework, can usefully be 
divided into the following categories: 

 • obligations common to all LECs;  

 • stand-alone PES; and 

 • other obligations. 

360. The Commission notes that it has found it necessary to retain different section 24 conditions in 
forborne residential relevant markets than in forborne business relevant markets. In general, the 
Commission has taken a lighter regulatory approach with regard to business local exchange 
services as it believes that the social objectives served by residential local exchange services 
require a greater degree of regulatory oversight in a forborne market. In this regard the 
Commission notes that references simply to "customers" are intended to apply to both 
residential and business customers; where the Commission intends that a condition apply only 
to either residential or business customers it has specifically identified the customer group. 

361. The Commission also notes that, in addition to the specific conditions and circumstances 
set out below, which it has determined are necessary to retain at this time, it will retain its 
powers and duties under section 24 of the Act in order to impose conditions should that prove 
necessary. 

 Obligations common to all LECs 

362. The Commission has in a number of decisions and orders imposed common obligations on 
ILECs and CLECs relating to the offering and provision of local exchange services. These 
include Decision 97-8; Telecom Order CRTC 98-626, 26 June 1998; Confidentiality provisions 



 

 

of Canadian carriers, Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-33, 30 May 2003, as amended by 
Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-33-1, 11 July 2003 (Decision 2003-33); Decision 2005-28; 
Emergency service obligations for local VoIP service providers, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2005-21, 4 April 2005; Follow-up to Emergency service obligations for local VoIP 
service providers, Decision 2005-21 – Customer notification requirements, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2005-61, 20 October 2005 and Provision of telecommunications services to customers in 
multi-dwelling units, Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-45, 30 June 2003. Appendix C contains a 
summary of the major obligations contained in these Decisions which encompass obligations 
that are important both for encouraging competition and for promoting social policy objectives. 

363. The Commission notes that, with the exception of the customer confidentiality provisions first 
established in Review of the general regulations of the federally regulated terrestrial 
telecommunications common carriers, Telecom Decision CRTC 86-7, 26 March 1986, as 
amended by Telecom Order CRTC 86-593, 22 September 1986 (Decision 86-7), parties to the 
present proceeding were generally in agreement with the proposition that the existing 
obligations that are common to all LECs should continue to remain in force in a forborne 
market. 

364. The customer confidentiality provisions, which were most recently modified in Part VII 
application to revise Article 11 of the Terms of Service, Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-15, 
17 March 2005, prohibit Canadian carriers from disclosing confidential customer information 
without express consent of the customer, except in certain specified circumstances. 

365. The Commission notes that those parties, including Aliant Telecom and Bell Canada/Télébec, 
that wish the Commission to lift the customer confidentiality provisions, argued that the 
Commission should do so because the existence of the PIPED Act rendered the Commission's 
customer confidentiality provisions unnecessary and duplicative. 

366. The Commission also notes, however, that it did not accept the same argument put forward by the 
same parties in the proceeding leading to Decision 2003-33, noting in the decision that it may 
choose to impose a different standard of privacy protection pursuant to the Act than is required 
under the PIPED Act. The Commission considers that, in the case of the customer confidentiality 
requirements, it has chosen to impose a higher standard of privacy protection than that which 
would be available under the PIPED Act. The Commission considers that the higher degree of 
privacy protection available to customers of telecommunications services through the customer 
confidentiality provisions is even more relevant today than when the provisions were first 
implemented, due to the advent of new technologies and the emergence of electronic commerce, 
which allow information to be more easily processed, rearranged and exchanged. The 
Commission also considers that, as its own experience in dealing with privacy issues has 
demonstrated, technical expertise and specific telecommunications industry knowledge is often 
required to address privacy-related issues in the telecommunications industry. 

367. In light of the above and in light of the Commission's experience with the customer 
confidentiality provisions, the Commission considers that market forces, even buttressed by the 
provisions of the PIPED Act, are unlikely to sufficiently protect the privacy interests of customers 
 
 



 

 

in a forborne environment. The Commission considers, therefore, that the maintenance of the 
customer confidentiality provisions and the Commission's ability to use section 24 of the Act to 
address ongoing privacy issues in a forborne market is necessary. 

368. With respect to the other common LEC obligations set out in Appendix C, the Commission 
considers that these obligations should continue to exist in a forborne market. The Commission 
notes that it has retained these obligations with respect to other forborne services, and has also 
maintained these obligations with respect to the forborne local exchange services provided by 
CLECs. The Commission notes that these common LEC obligations provide a minimum floor 
of protection for all customers, regardless of which LEC they choose as their local exchange 
services provider. 

369. In light of the above, the Commission will, in a forborne market established pursuant to the 
framework set out in this Decision, retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to the extent 
necessary to maintain the common LEC obligations referred to in this section. 

 Industry self-regulation 

370. The Commission notes that, in broadcasting, industry self-regulation has proven to be a 
successful model for achieving a relaxation of Commission regulation while still achieving 
important public policy goals. The Commission notes that both the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council and the Cable Television Standards Foundation have been highly successful 
industry self-regulatory bodies operating in the broadcasting industry. 

371. The Commission considers that a properly designed industry self-regulatory system would 
serve to address the concerns that underlie the common LEC obligations listed above while, at 
the same time, freeing LECs in forborne markets from regulation. 

372. The Commission therefore invites LECs to establish an industry self-regulatory system that 
would address the issues raised by these common LEC obligations. The Commission would be 
prepared on application to approve an industry self-regulatory system that adequately addresses 
these issues, and to remove the requirement to adhere to those common LEC obligations for 
those LECs who are participants in the approved industry self-regulatory system. 

373. In the Commission's view, an appropriate industry self-regulatory system would be one that 
involved most, if not all of the LECs, that was designed in consultation with groups 
representing customers, that set out clear rules and standards and that provided a reliable 
mechanism for expeditiously resolving customer complaints. 

 Stand-alone PES 

374. The Commission notes that, even in forborne markets established under the terms of the local 
forbearance framework, there may remain pockets of uncontested customers for whom the 
ILEC remains the primary or only LEC. 

375. The record of the present proceeding indicates, moreover, that even where customers have 
access to competitive suppliers, the focus of LECs in forborne markets is likely to be on 
attracting high-use customers that generate high profit margins. In this regard, the Commission  
 



 

 

notes that currently in competitive markets only some CLECs offer stand-alone PES. CLECs 
typically offer PES as part of a bundle, either with optional local services or with services such 
as long-distance, video, wireless and Internet. 

376. The Commission considers that market forces will best protect the interests of customers that 
reside in areas of forborne markets where multiple competitors offer service and where 
customers wish to subscribe to multiple telecommunications services from the same provider, 
whether these services are in a bundle or otherwise. 

377. The Commission considers, however, that for some residential customers, including those for 
whom affordability of phone service is a serious issue, such as the many disabled Canadians 
who live on limited incomes, the availability of PES on a stand-alone basis is very important. 

378. In light of the above, in order to ensure that accessibility and affordability are maintained for 
residential customers in forborne markets the Commission considers that ILECs should 
continue to be required to provide PES on a stand-alone basis. 

379. Accordingly, the Commission will require an ILEC to continue to provide stand-alone PES to 
residential customers in a forborne market and will retain its powers pursuant to section 24 of 
the Act to the extent necessary to maintain this requirement. 

380. The Commission considers that for business customers generally market forces will prove 
adequate to protect their interests such that the Commission does not need to mandate the 
provision of business stand-alone PES. The Commission does note that, to the extent that issues 
arise with respect to the treatment of uncontested business customers who wish to receive 
business stand-alone PES, it has, as set out below, retained its powers under subsection 27(2) to 
deal with any complaints regarding unjust discrimination or undue preference. 

381. The Commission also considers that in order to ensure that residential stand-alone PES is 
available to all residential customers in forborne markets, it will also be necessary to retain in 
forborne markets the ILECs' obligation to serve with respect to residential stand-alone PES, as 
set out in paragraph 31 of Telephone service to high-cost serving areas, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 99-16, 19 October 1999 (Decision 99-16). The Commission notes that any existing 
exceptions or limitations to the obligation to serve would also continue in a forborne market. 

382. The Commission notes that in Decision 99-16, it established a basic service objective (BSO) for 
the ILECs, which included: individual line local service with touch-tone dialling, provided by a 
digital switch with capability to connect via low speed data transmission to the Internet at local 
rates; enhanced calling features, including access to emergency services, Voice MRS, and 
privacy protection features; access to operator and directory assistance services; access to the 
long-distance network; and a copy of a current local telephone directory. The Commission 
considers that the residential stand-alone PES provided by an ILEC in a forborne market should 
be provided in a manner consistent with the BSO, and the Commission will retain its powers 
under section 24 to the extent necessary to maintain this objective. 

383. The Commission notes that, in Forbearance – Regulation of toll services provided by 
incumbent telephone companies, Telecom Decision CRTC 97-19, 18 December 1997, as 
amended by Correction to Forbearance – Regulation of toll services provided by incumbent 



 

 

telephone companies, Telecom Decision CRTC 97-19-1, 9 March 1998 (Decision 97-19), it 
directed the ILECs to provide to the Commission and to make publicly available rate schedules 
which set out the rates for basic toll services. ILECs were required to update their respective 
schedules within 14 days to include any changes to the rates for basic toll service. 

384. The Commission considers that, if a similar condition were imposed for residential stand-alone 
PES in forborne markets, customers would be in a position to monitor fluctuations in rates and 
be better able to judge the value of the service bundles offered by ILECs. 

385. In light of the above, the Commission considers it appropriate to require ILECs to provide to 
the Commission and to make publicly available, rate schedules setting out the rates for 
residential stand-alone PES, including touch-tone and primary directory listing, as well as for 
connection charges. The ILECs will be expected to update their respective schedules within 
14 days of any change to the rates for residential stand-alone PES. 

386. The Commission has also required ILECs to undertake service improvement plans (SIPs) in 
order to extend and improve telecommunications service in furtherance of its BSO as defined in 
Decision 99-16. Normally a customer that requests service from an ILEC but whose premises 
are not currently connected to the ILEC's network would be required to pay the ILEC for the 
construction costs involved in establishing such a connection. The Commission, in 
Decision 99-16, in Regulatory framework for second price cap period, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2002-34, 30 May 2002 (Decision 2002-34) and in Implementation of price regulation 
for Télébec and TELUS Québec, Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-43, 31 July 2002 
(Decision 2002-43), established limits on the amounts that a customer and an ILEC would have 
to pay, under a SIP, for the extension of telecommunications services to unserved premises. The 
Commission also required that, subject to certain conditions, customers be permitted to pay, in 
instalments, large construction charges incurred under the terms of a SIP. 

387. The Commission notes that these requirements were put in place to further the affordability and 
accessibility of basic telecommunications services in unserved areas. As such, the Commission 
considers it important that they be maintained in a forborne market. In the absence of these 
requirements, unserved customers in a forborne market might be put to substantially greater 
expense in order to receive basic local service even where a SIP, which covers their premises is 
in place. In light of this, in a forborne market, the Commission will maintain the conditions 
outlined in Decisions 99-16, 2002-34 and 2002-43, as amended, with respect to limits on the 
customer's cost contribution and the ILEC's capital cost criteria as well as the requirements with 
respect to instalment payment plans for construction charges where a SIP is in place which 
includes the LFR that is part of the forborne market. The Commission will, therefore, retain its 
powers under section 24 to the extent that it is necessary to maintain these requirements. 

 Other obligations 

388. There are certain other ILEC obligations, a number of which are contained within the existing 
ILEC terms of service and a number of which are directed generally towards the protection of 
privacy and affordability, that the Commission considers to be of sufficient importance to 
maintain, for the time being, even in forborne markets.  



 

 

389. In Decision 86-7, the Commission established terms of service that applied to all ILEC tariffed 
services. These terms of service detail rights and obligations that apply both to the ILEC and to 
the ILEC's customers. The Commission has, from time to time, updated these terms of service 
to reflect changes in services, technology and commercial practices. 

390. The Commission considers that the terms of service, with certain exceptions discussed below, 
cover matters that, in a forborne market, should be a matter of agreement between the ILEC and 
the customer. The Commission considers that, subject to these exceptions discussed below, 
market forces will be sufficient to discipline the behaviour of ILECs with respect to their terms 
of service. The Commission expects, however that, in a forborne market, ILECs will notify their 
customers of any changes to the terms of service at the time those changes are made. 

391. Those terms of service that the Commission considers may need to be retained as section 24 
conditions are those related to: 

 • ILEC-initiated suspension or disconnection of service; 

 • deposit policy; and 

 • provision of telephone directories. 

392. The Commission notes that, while customer confidentiality requirements are also part of the 
terms of service, it has already addressed these requirements in the section above on common 
LEC obligations.  

393. In the Commission's view, the suspension or disconnection of basic telephone service is clearly 
among the most serious actions that an ILEC can take with respect to a customer. In the 
Commission's view, it is important that customers have every reasonable opportunity to 
maintain their PES. The Commission will, therefore, require that the ILEC-initiated 
disconnection or suspension of service policy contained in the terms of service be maintained in 
a forborne market. The Commission will retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to the 
extent necessary to maintain this requirement. 

394. In Terms of Service – Disconnection for partial payment of charges, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2004-31, 11 May 2004, determined that ILECs were not permitted to suspend, 
disconnect or threaten to disconnect a customer's tariffed services if that customer made partial 
payments sufficient to cover the outstanding arrears for tariffed services, whether or not there 
remained outstanding arrears for non-tariffed services. Consistent with its retention of the 
ILEC-initiated disconnection or suspension of service policy, as set out above, the Commission 
considers it appropriate that, in a forborne market, an ILEC not terminate a customer's 
residential stand-alone PES for non-payment of other services where that customer has made 
partial payments sufficient to cover the outstanding arrears for the residential stand-alone PES. 
The Commission will retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to the extent necessary to 
maintain this condition. 



 

 

395. The Commission notes that the deposit policy currently mandated pursuant to the terms of 
service limits the ability of the ILEC to require deposits from a customer and places limits on 
the amount of any such deposits. 

396. The Commission considers that an ILEC's deposit policy is directly related to the affordability 
of telephone service, particularly for residential consumers. The Commission considers that 
onerous deposit requirements could negatively impact the penetration rates of PES for 
consumers, particularly persons with lower incomes. As such, the Commission considers it 
appropriate to maintain the existing deposit policy for residential PES customers, as set out in 
the terms of service, in forborne markets. The Commission will, therefore, retain its powers 
under section 24 of the Act to the extent necessary to maintain this obligation. 

397. The Commission notes that currently, both residential and business customers are entitled to 
receive, free of charge, a copy of the white and yellow page telephone directories as part of 
their basic service. The Commission also notes that a primary listing in the white pages 
directory is included in the rate for basic service for residential customers and that a primary 
listing in both the white and yellow pages directories is included in the rate for basic service for 
business customers. 

398. The Commission considers that the provision of the directories and the primary listings are an 
integral component of basic telephone service. The existence and availability of a 
comprehensive telephone directory facilitates the use of telephone service for many customers 
and is a key tool for many business customers, particularly small business customers. Yet it is 
not clear that in a forborne market the operation of market forces would result in residential and 
business customers receiving a comprehensive phone directory and primary listings at 
a reasonable cost. 

399. The Commission will therefore require an ILEC, in a residential forborne market, to maintain 
the entitlement of its residential customers to receive copies of the white and yellow pages 
directories and a primary listing in the white pages directory, free of charge. The Commission 
will also require an ILEC, in a business forborne market, to maintain the entitlement of its 
business customers to receive copies of the white and yellow pages directories and a primary 
listing in both the white and yellow pages directories, free of charge. The Commission will 
retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to the extent necessary to maintain these 
obligations. 

400. The Commission notes that the full terms of service will remain in force, in a forborne market, 
for all those services outside of the scope of this proceeding including Competitor Services. 

401. The Commission notes that it has imposed on the ILECs several privacy and affordability 
related obligations for the benefit of customers which it considers should appropriately be 
retained in a forborne market. 

402. The Commission notes that in Telecom Order CRTC 98-109, 4 February 1998, and in Télébec 
and TELUS Québec – Rates for unlisted number service, Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-40, 
20 June 2003, it required ILECs to provide Unlisted Number Service (UNS) at rates that did not 
exceed $2.00 per month for residential consumers. 



 

 

403. The Commission further notes that all ILECs currently provision Call Trace service, at a fixed 
rate per use, with a monthly cap of $10.00, for residential consumers. 

404. The Commission notes that in Call management service – Blocking of calling number 
identification, Telecom Decision CRTC 92-7, 4 May 1992, the Commission required ILECs to 
provide free per-call blocking of caller number identification information to all customers and 
also required ILECs to provide free per-line blocking of caller number identification 
information to certified shelters for victims of domestic violence. 

405. The Commission considers that these measures are important to the promotion of the privacy of 
persons and should be maintained in a forborne market. The Commission is concerned that, in 
the absence of a regulatory requirement, these privacy-related measures could either be 
discontinued or only be available at much higher rates. The Commission, therefore, will require 
ILECs to maintain these conditions in a forborne market and will retain its powers under 
section 24 of the Act to the extent necessary to retain these conditions. 

406. The Commission notes that, in Decision 96-10, it imposed several obligations on ILECs to 
address concerns related to the affordability of telephone service for residential customers. 
ILECs were required to offer toll restriction service at no monthly charge, with no set-up 
charge, and which included a one-time charge, of up to $10.00, to deactivate the service. The 
Commission also required that the ILECs allow payment of up-front connection charges to be 
spread over six months. 

407. The Commission noted, in Decision 96-10, that pursuant to the requirements in their approved 
tariffs, the ILECs allowed customers the option of having calls to 900/976 services blocked 
either at no charge or for a one-time service charge of $10.00, and allowed the blocking of 
usage-based calling features at no charge. 

408. The Commission also notes that in 900 service – Agreements and consumer safeguards, 
Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-19, 30 March 2005, it required the ILECs to waive first-time 
reasonably disputed 900/976 service charges for residential consumers. 

409. The Commission further notes that many ILECs, pursuant to approved tariffs, provide rate 
discounts on various residential local exchange services to persons with disabilities. 

410. The Commission considers that the affordability obligations listed above are all important 
requirements that serve to help ensure the affordability of basic telephone service for customers. 
The Commission is not convinced that the operation of market forces in a forborne market will 
result in such protections being maintained. The Commission will, therefore, require ILECs to 
maintain these obligations in a forborne market and will retain its powers under section 24 of 
the Act to the extent necessary to maintain these obligations. 

411. At the same time, the Commission considers that the objectives and issues addressed by all of 
the obligations referred to in this section are pertinent to the services provided by all LECs, 
competing in forborne markets. The Commission would, moreover, be prepared to consider 
having them addressed within the industry self-regulatory system discussed earlier rather than 
as LEC obligations. 



 

 

 Section 27 

412. Section 27 of the Act states: 

 (1) Every rate charged by a Canadian carrier for a telecommunications service shall be just and 
reasonable. 

 (2) No Canadian carrier shall, in relation to the provision of a telecommunications service or the 
charging of a rate for it, unjustly discriminate or give an undue or unreasonable preference 
toward any person, including itself, or subject any person to an undue or unreasonable 
disadvantage. 

 (3) The Commission may determine in any case, as a question of fact, whether a Canadian 
carrier has complied with section 25, this section or section 29, or with any decision made under 
section 24, 25, 29, 34 or 40. 

 (4) The burden of establishing before the Commission that any discrimination is not unjust or 
that any preference or disadvantage is not undue or unreasonable is on the Canadian carrier that 
discriminates, gives the preference or subjects the person to the disadvantage. 

 (5) In determining whether a rate is just and reasonable, the Commission may adopt any method 
or technique that it considers appropriate, whether based on a carrier's return on its rate base or 
otherwise. 

 (6) Notwithstanding subsections (1) and (2), a Canadian carrier may provide 
telecommunications services at no charge or at a reduced rate 

 (a) to the carrier's directors, officers, employees or former employees; or 

 (b) with the approval of the Commission, to any charitable organization or disadvantage person 
or other person. 

 Positions of parties 

 Subsection 27(1) 

413. Aliant Telecom was of the view that the retention by the Commission of its powers under 
section 27 of the Act in a forborne market to maintain retail Q of S standards could have 
negative consequences, even though it would be intended to protect customers. Aliant Telecom 
argued that if the ILEC were required to adhere to retail Q of S standards, customers might feel 
that the ILEC was the only provider that could provide good service, thus causing market 
inertia. Aliant Telecom considered that in a competitive market it was expected that service 
providers would offer different levels of service at various price points. 

414. Aliant Telecom also argued that competition would not likely increase prices in a forborne 
market. Aliant Telecom submitted that its expectation was that competition would drive prices 
lower, and customers would get increased value for their money. Aliant Telecom submitted,  
 



 

 

therefore, that the retention by the Commission of its powers under section 27 of the Act in a 
forborne market to establish a price ceiling on rates for local exchange services would be 
unnecessary. 

415. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, considered that retail Q of S standards were not 
required in a forborne market as market forces, rather than regulatory oversight, would provide 
all service providers with the incentive to maintain a high Q of S. Bell Canada/Télébec argued 
that subscribers will switch providers if the Q of S deteriorated. 

416. In Bell Canada/Télébec's view, a price ceiling on forborne local exchange services would 
undermine the telecommunications policy objective of fostering increased reliance on market 
forces and regulating only where necessary. 

417. TCI, supported by the UTC, was of the view that retail Q of S standards would no longer be 
required. In these parties' view, providing a high Q of S was a way for a provider to 
differentiate its services from its competitor's services and to charge a premium for superior 
service quality. 

418. TCI, SaskTel, the Coalition and Cogeco submitted that a price ceiling on forborne local 
exchange services would be unnecessary if the Commission established the proper geographic 
component of the relevant market for forbearance as the proper geographic component would 
have very few uncontested customers. 

419. The Coalition considered that retail Q of S standards would no longer be required as market 
forces would ensure that Q of S remained high. In the Coalition's view, consumers of Internet 
and wireless services pick their providers based on Q of S. The Coalition noted that the 
Commission does not regulate Q of S for other forborne telecommunication services such as 
Internet and wireless services. 

420. The Competition Bureau submitted that, to the extent possible, the Commission should refrain 
from imposing retail Q of S standards in a forborne market. The Competition Bureau expected 
that, in a forborne market, retail Q of S would reflect the interests of customers; customers 
would switch providers if they were dissatisfied with the service quality. 

421. The Competition Bureau submitted that if the Commission was concerned about the potential 
for price increases post-forbearance, it could maintain price cap regulation or impose a 
price ceiling. 

422. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, considered that the ILECs would have the incentive to 
maintain high retail Q of S in a forborne market or risk losing customers. The CCTA noted that 
the Commission did not maintain or institute retail Q of S reporting requirements in other 
forborne markets, such as long distance, cellular or Internet access.  

423. The CCTA, supported by EastLink, Rogers, Shaw and Cybersurf, submitted that the Commission 
could establish a price ceiling for stand-alone basic local service rates of the ILECs to provide 
customers with a safeguard against unjust or unreasonable rate increases. The CCTA noted that, 
in Decision 97-19, the Commission had considered that the retention of a ceiling on basic toll 
rates was appropriate. 



 

 

424. Shaw, supported by Cybersurf, submitted that retail Q of S standards should be discontinued 
unless it were demonstrated that competition does not provide a sufficient safeguard in a 
relevant market. 

425. MTS Allstream, supported by FCI/Yak, was of the view that retail Q of S standards would not 
be required in a forborne market if there were robust competition. In the view of these parties, 
customers would cancel service from a service provider whose service quality had deteriorated. 

426. FCI/Yak submitted that if there were pockets where there was insufficient competition, a price 
ceiling would be appropriate. FCI/Yak was of the view that stand-alone service should be 
tariffed to ensure it was affordable. 

427. Primus, QMI and Xit telecom were of the view that retail Q of S standards would still be 
required in a forborne market. 

428. QMI maintained that the Commission would be making a grave error by allowing its definition of 
relevant geographic markets to be driven by the need to safeguard unprotected customers against 
abusive post-forbearance price increases. In QMI's view, the better solution to the issue of 
uncontested customers would be to impose a price ceiling on the last pre-forbearance price level. 

429. The Consumer Groups considered that any forbearance framework would have to rely on close 
monitoring of the performance of the forborne markets, including retail Q of S. The Consumer 
Groups proposed that ILECs be required to continue to file retail Q of S reports with the 
Commission and that the Commission would post those results on its website. 

430. The Consumer Groups proposed that, as a condition of forbearance, the Commission should 
establish a price ceiling on the last approved tariff rate for stand-alone PES offered by the ILECs. 

431. The UTC submitted that, in the event that an ILEC was forborne from regulation in a relevant 
market which was not fully served by competing suppliers of substitutable services, the 
Commission would need to impose safeguards in order to prevent the ILEC from engaging in 
price discrimination within that market and to protect customers with no competitive choice 
from being overcharged. According to the UTC, these pockets of uncontested customers would 
require Commission-price protection in the form of a price ceiling. 

 Subsections 27(2), (3) and (4) 

432. Aliant Telecom and TCI were of the view that the Commission did not need to maintain 
subsection 27(2) powers to address claims of unjust discrimination, as the rights of disabled and 
other disadvantaged groups would be protected by the Canadian Human Rights Act and the 
Canadian Human Rights Commission in a forborne environment. 

433. Bell Canada/Télébec, supported by SaskTel, argued that the retention by the Commission of its 
section 24 powers, in a forborne market, would be preferable to the retention of 
subsection 27(2) powers, as conditions would provide greater certainty to service providers and 
consumers regarding the types of services required to be provided to those subscribers. 



 

 

434. The Competition Bureau submitted that once a relevant market was forborne, the Commission 
must relieve the ILECs from non-discriminatory pricing obligations in subsection 27(2) of 
the Act. 

435. The CCTA, supported by Cogeco, EastLink, Rogers and Shaw submitted that the Commission 
must retain its authority to exercise its powers and duties under subsections 27(2), (3), and (4) 
of the Act, in a forborne market, so that the Commission could respond to complaints alleging 
unjust discrimination and undue preference in relation to services provided by LECs both to 
end-users and to other carriers. 

436. The Consumer Groups considered that the Commission must retain subsection 27(2) powers, in 
a forborne market, to prevent unjust discrimination against disabled and vulnerable persons 
because, in its view, market forces would not prevent discrimination. 

437. In the Consumer Groups' view, the Canadian Human Rights Act did not relieve the Commission 
from its obligations under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms or from meeting its 
social policy objectives in the Act. The Consumer Groups considered that the rules of statutory 
interpretation indicated that the Commission should exercise its powers and fulfill its duties 
under the Act in a manner that was consistent with the express intent of Parliament.  

438. It was ARCH's position that the existence of another statute of general application, such as the 
Canadian Human Rights Act, did not oust the claims persons with disabilities were making for 
equal access to telecommunication products and services under the Act. ARCH suggested that 
the legal basis for these claims flowed from the fact that the Act was subject to the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedom.  

439. ARCH noted that the Commission had retained subsection 27(2) powers in many previous 
forbearance decisions and further noted that the Commission had applied subsection 27(2) of 
the Act to remedy discrimination against disabled persons in the context of payphones and TTYs.

440. In ARCH's view, the experiences of disabled persons regarding terminal equipment and 
wireless phones indicated that when the Commission had forborne from exercising its powers 
under subsection 27(2) of the Act or had not used those powers to ensure accessibility to 
persons with disabilities, it had failed to discharge its legal obligation of ensuring that persons 
with disabilities do not face discrimination in their access to telecommunications services.  

441. ARCH submitted that the Commission should only forbear if conditions were attached that 
would ensure that local telecommunication services were provided on a non-discriminatory 
basis to persons with disabilities. In ARCH's view, telecommunications services should be 
required to meet future conditions, which the Commission may impose from time to time to 
ensure ongoing accessibility of telecommunications services for persons with disabilities. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

 Subsection 27(1) 

442. The Commission notes that in considering subsection 27(1) it has examined the need to retain 
retail Q of S standards in forborne markets and the need for a price ceiling for residential 
stand-alone PES. 



 

 

 Retail Q of S standards 

443. The Commission considers that in a competitive market, customers can determine what level of 
quality is appropriate and will switch providers if the service quality becomes unacceptable. 
Consequently, the Commission considers that in a forborne environment, it will be in the 
interest of the ILECs to balance efficiency with service quality in order to offer a product of 
reasonable quality at a reasonable price. The Commission considers that if an ILEC were to fail 
to meet its customers' expectations for service quality, customers will switch to a provider that 
offers service of an acceptable quality. 

444. The Commission further considers that the Q of S to uncontested pockets of customers will 
likely be reasonable in forborne markets, even where there is no alternate service provider. In 
the Commission's view, while it would be possible for ILECs to reduce Q of S, doing so could 
negatively affect the ILEC in the medium- to long-term. 

445. The Commission considers that where an ILEC provides low quality service to a pocket of 
uncontested customers in a forborne market, strong incentives will be created for competitors to 
expand their services into that pocket.  

446. The Commission also considers that ILECs generally have an interest in promoting and 
protecting their brand. The Commission considers, therefore, that the ILECs will be motivated 
to maintain their retail Q of S in forborne markets. 

447. In light of the above, the Commission considers that it is not necessary for it to maintain its 
retail Q of S standards in a forborne market and it will not, therefore, retain its powers under 
subsection 27(1) of the Act in order to do so. 

448. The Commission notes that the retail Q of S indicators are currently tracked and reported by 
each ILEC across its entire operating territory. The Commission expects the ILECs to develop 
the capability to report retail Q of S results for only those areas which remain regulated. 
Similarly, the Commission expects the ILECs to develop protocols to address the provision of 
retail Q of S rebates in a relevant market which transitions to a forborne environment during a 
retail Q of S reporting cycle. The Commission expects that such ILEC protocols will provide 
for pro-rated retail Q of S rebates based on the period of time during the reporting cycle that 
local exchange services rates were regulated in that relevant market. Customer eligibility for 
such retail Q of S rebates will continue to be established in accordance with the directives in 
Retail quality of service rate adjustment plan and related issues, Telecom Decision CRTC 
2005-17, 24 March 2005. The Commission will retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to 
the extent necessary to ensure that the ILECs put in place and observe these protocols. 

 Price ceiling 

449. The Commission notes that, in Decision 97-19, it established a price ceiling for basic toll 
services to protect the interest of customers. 

450. The Commission notes that, while market forces will generally discipline ILEC rates for most 
local exchange services in forborne markets, it has serious concerns with respect to the plight of 
vulnerable and uncontested residential customers. 



 

 

451. The Commission considers it important to ensure that the affordability of essential basic 
residential PES not be compromised in a forborne market. The Commission is concerned that 
vulnerable and uncontested residential consumers may not have access to stand-alone PES at 
affordable rates in a forborne environment without a pricing safeguard. 

452. In light of these concerns, the Commission considers that a ceiling on residential stand-alone 
PES would be appropriate. The Commission considers that such a ceiling would provide 
vulnerable and uncontested customers with a safeguard against unreasonable rate increases in a 
forborne environment while only minimally limiting the ILECs' pricing flexibility in forborne 
markets. 

453. By contrast, the Commission considers that market forces will likely discipline the rates under 
which ILECs offer business local exchange services in forborne markets, including to 
uncontested customers. The Commission considers that should the rates for local business PES 
become unreasonable, business customers will investigate other alternatives to meet their 
telecommunications requirements. As such, the Commission does not consider that a ceiling on 
business PES would be necessary. 

454. In light of the foregoing concerns, the Commission finds it appropriate to maintain its powers 
and duties under subsection 27(1) of the Act to the extent necessary to impose a price ceiling on 
stand-alone residential PES. The Commission notes that this price ceiling will apply to the most 
recent approved rates at time of forbearance for stand-alone PES including touch-tone and 
primary directory listing, as well as for connection charges. In addition, the Commission notes 
that late payment, interest and not sufficient funds cheque charges were not directly included as 
part of the services under consideration in this proceeding, and that the various charges 
contained in those tariffs currently only apply to tariffed services. The Commission considers 
that these charges have a direct impact on the affordability of residential PES service. As such, 
the Commission considers that, at the time of forbearance, the applicant ILEC will be required 
to modify its tariffs such that these charges and the limits on them will apply to stand-alone PES 
in a forborne market. 

455. The Commission notes that since this price ceiling would only apply to stand-alone residential 
PES, as described above, ILECs will have the pricing flexibility to offer bundles that include 
residential PES at competitive price points. 

456. The Commission also notes that it will also maintain its powers and duties under 
subsection 27(1) of the Act to impose a price ceiling on those services identified above under 
section 24 of the Act as being capped at their existing rates. 

 Subsection 27(2) 

457. The Commission notes that when it has previously forborne from exercising its powers and 
duties under subsection 27(2) of the Act, parties representing consumer interests have argued 
that it has been to the detriment of vulnerable consumers, particularly persons with disabilities. 



 

 

458. The Commission notes that, over the years, it has been required to make determinations 
mandating that the ILECs and competitors accommodate the needs of persons with disabilities 
or vulnerable consumers. The Commission further notes that in Decision 97-8, the Commission 
retained its powers under subsection 27(2) of the Act in relation to CLEC retail local 
exchange services. 

459. The Commission is not convinced that the operation of market forces will serve to discipline the 
behaviour of ILECs with respect to vulnerable customers such as customers with disabilities. The 
Commission notes that it has had, in the past, to address problems involving vulnerable customers 
served by competitors that already operate in a largely unregulated environment. The 
Commission considers that while the Canadian Human Rights Act would provide some protection 
to vulnerable customers, it would not be sufficient to deal with the concerns identified by ARCH 
and the Consumer Groups in the present proceeding. 

460. The Commission notes that, in Decision 97-8, it retained its powers and duties under 
subsection 27(2) of the Act so that it could respond to complaints alleging unjust discrimination 
and undue preference in relation to services provided by CLECs to both end-users and other 
carriers. The Commission did so to ensure access to CLEC facilities to enhance the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the Canadian telecommunications industry. The Commission considers that 
the concerns expressed in Decision 97-8 with respect to the need to retain subsection 27(2) of 
the Act in the case of CLECs apply with equal force in the case of ILECs in forborne markets 
established pursuant to the local forbearance framework. 

461. In light of these concerns, the Commission considers it necessary to retain its powers under 
subsection 27(2) of the Act to address any issues that may arise in forborne markets with 
respect to unjust discrimination or undue preference in relation to the provision of or the 
charging of a rate for a telecommunications service. 

 Subsections 27(3) and (4) 

462. The Commission considers that as a necessary consequence of its retention of section 24 and 
subsections 27(1) and (2) in forborne markets to the extent described in this Decision it will also 
need to retain its powers and duties under subsections 27(3) and (4) for the same purposes. The 
Commission also considers it necessary to retain subsection 27(3) to the extent that it relates to 
sections 34 and 40, dealing with interconnection. 

 Subsections 27(5) and (6) 

463. The Commission considers it unnecessary to retain any of its powers under subsections 27(5) 
and (6) of the Act in forborne markets. 

 Other issues relating to the scope of forbearance 

 Competitor Services 

464. The Commission notes that, when it forbears with respect to the regulation of a service, it 
typically retains its powers to ensure that required underlying ILEC facilities may be made 
available to competitors. The Commission also notes that it has generally retained its powers  
 



 

 

under sections 27 and 24 of the Act in order to retain the ability to mandate that an ILEC 
develop new Competitor Services and arrangements. The Commission considers that retention 
of these powers is important for the purpose of promoting sustainable competition. 

465. Accordingly, the Commission will retain its powers under section 24 and subsections 27(2) and 
27(4) of the Act to ensure ongoing access by competitors to underlying ILEC facilities and 
functionalities and to permit the creation of new Competitor Services and arrangements. 

 HCSAs 

466. The Commission notes that in Changes to the contribution regime, Decision CRTC 2000-745, 
30 November 2000, it introduced a revenue-based contribution collection mechanism and 
determined that those Canadian carriers providing residential local exchange services in 
HCSAs would be entitled to receive money in order to subsidize the provision of that service 
in the HCSAs. The Commission notes that the current subsidy per residential NAS calculation 
is made up of the following components: a) ILEC residential PES costs, by band, per NAS 
per month, b) a 15 percent mark-up for fixed and common costs, c) ILEC residential PES 
revenues, by band, per NAS per month, and d) implicit (deemed) $5.00 per NAS per month 
for optional local services. 

467. In a forborne market, an ILEC will be able to lower the rates for its residential PES without the 
need for Commission approval or review. The Commission notes that a decrease in residential 
PES rates would normally lower the average residential PES revenues, which would result in an 
increase in subsidy.  

468. The Commission is concerned, however, about the impact on the contribution collection 
mechanism and the National Contribution Fund if Canadian carriers operating in a relevant 
market were able to receive increased subsidy due to the ILEC lowering its residential PES 
rates in a HCSA of a forborne market. The Commission is also concerned that this situation 
would allow the ILEC to recover the revenues lost from the price reduction through increased 
subsidy. 

469. In light of the above, the Commission finds that if an ILEC's residential PES rates in an HCSA 
that is part of a forborne market are set below the tariffed rate that was in force at the time 
forbearance was granted for that relevant market, the ILEC is to use the tariffed rate at the time 
of local forbearance to determine its average residential PES revenues for subsidy calculation 
purposes. 

 Review of scope of forbearance 

470. The Commission, as set out above, has found it necessary to retain, at this time, certain 
safeguards in order to protect customers. 

471. The Commission recognizes that achieving the right balance between those obligations that an 
ILEC must retain beyond those that other Canadian carriers are subject to and the need for the 
free and innovative development of competition is a difficult proposition. The Commission also 
recognizes that both the operation of the markets and technology continue to evolve and change 
such that those conditions that the Commission has deemed necessary, at this time, to retain 
may, in the future, be unnecessary. 



 

 

472. In light of this, the Commission is prepared to review all of the obligations imposed on ILECs 
in forborne markets with a view to determining which, if any of those obligations are still 
required and to the extent that they are still required whether those obligations should 
be extended to other Canadian carriers operating in those relevant markets. Such a review will 
commence in the Commission's fiscal year starting 1 April 2009. The Commission anticipates 
that the industry self-regulatory system may have addressed many of these issues prior to the 
commencement of the review. 

 Commission conclusion on the scope of forbearance 

473. In conclusion, the Commission considers that, if the local forbearance criteria outlined in this 
Decision are met in a relevant market, it will forbear from exercising its powers and duties under 
the Act with respect to the services within the scope of this proceeding to the following extent: 

 • The Commission will forbear from all of its powers and duties under 
sections 25, 27(5), 27(6), 29 and 31 of the Act; 

 • The Commission will retain its powers under section 24 of the Act to maintain 
the specific conditions and obligations as set out above, and to impose such 
new conditions as may be necessary in the future; 

 • The Commission will retain its powers under subsection 27(1) of the Act in 
order to maintain a price ceiling on residential stand-alone PES and the other 
services identified above, and its powers under subsection 27(2) of the Act for 
the provision of Competitor Services as set out above, and to address any 
issues of unjust discrimination or undue preference; and 

 • The Commission will retain its powers under subsections 27(3) and (4) to the 
extent necessary to support its retained powers and duties under sections 24, 34 
and 40 and subsections 27(1) and (2). 

 VII. Review of local forbearance 

474. Parties to the proceeding provided varying views regarding the possibility of re-regulating a 
forborne market and the circumstances under which this could occur. There was a general 
consensus that the Commission should not adopt a system that would result in wild swings 
between de-regulation and regulation. Parties also generally agreed that it would be in 
circumstances of market failure that the Commission would need to re-regulate. Where parties 
differed was with respect to the kinds of indicators that should cause the Commission to believe 
that market failure had occurred and re-regulation should be contemplated. 

475. In the Commission's view, a decision to forbear from regulating local exchange service based 
on the criteria outlined in this Decision should not be reversed easily, based on temporary 
swings in a potentially volatile marketplace. 

476. The Commission is also of the view that any post forbearance assessment of a particular 
forbearance decision should be based on the facts present in an individual relevant market and 
not on rigid rules that are applied universally without reference to circumstances. 



 

 

477. The Commission considers, therefore, that post-forbearance criteria that, if triggered, would 
result in automatic re-regulation are not appropriate. A decision to forbear from regulating local 
exchange services in a particular relevant market indicates that the Commission has found that 
market forces are sufficiently strong in that relevant market to discipline the ILEC providing 
local exchange services in that relevant market and to provide to customers in that relevant 
market the benefits of competition in terms of price, quality and innovation. 

478. In the Commission's view, it is only where the Commission has received evidence 
demonstrating that market forces in a relevant market are no longer sufficiently strong to 
discipline the ILEC providing local exchange services in that relevant market that the 
Commission should initiate a review of forbearance in a particular relevant market. Such 
evidence could include a material reduction in the number of competitors offering service in a 
forborne market, a material increase in ILEC market share in that relevant market, a significant 
long-term decrease in the ILEC's performance with reference to the competitor Q of S 
indicators or a material sustained increase in prices to customers in the forborne market. 

479. A request for a review of forbearance in a relevant market may be initiated by a Part VII 
application pursuant to the CRTC Telecommunications Rules of Procedure. Alternatively the 
Commission, itself, may seek comments from parties as to whether a review of forbearance 
should be initiated in a particular relevant market. 

480. Should the Commission consider that a review of forbearance is warranted, it will conduct a 
further process to examine whether an ILEC has regained sufficient market power within the 
particular relevant market such that the achievement of the telecommunications policy 
objectives of the Act or the continuance of competition sufficient to protect the interests of 
users has or will be undermined in that relevant market. Should the Commission so find, it may 
order that the particular relevant market be completely or partially re-regulated on such 
conditions as the Commission considers appropriate. 

 VIII. Transitional regime 

481. The Commission received submissions from parties on both the general advisability of a 
transitional regime as well as under what circumstances the Commission should lessen or 
remove the existing competitive safeguards for promotions defined in Decision 2005-25 and the 
local winback rule, permit the ex parte filing of tariff applications for promotions, and permit 
the waiving of service charges for residential local winbacks (collectively, the competitive 
safeguards). 

482. With the exception of the Consumer Groups and MTS Allstream, all parties opposed, for 
varying reasons, the creation of a transitional regime. Some parties, such as some of the ILECs, 
argued that a transitional regime was unnecessary as certain of the proposed elements of such a 
regime, like the removal of the local winback rule, should be implemented immediately on a 
national basis and not as part of a staged transitional regime in particular relevant markets. 
These same ILECs also reiterated the position, which they had taken in a Part VII application 
filed by Bell Canada and SaskTel dated 25 April 2005, that the local winback rule was contrary 
to section 2(b) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Other parties, such as many  
 
 



 

 

of the competitors, argued that a transitional regime was inappropriate as the same proposed 
elements, like the removal of the winback rule in a relevant market, should occur only when an 
ILEC is entitled to forbearance in that relevant market. 

483. The Commission is not convinced that the competitive safeguards listed in Public Notice 2005-2 
should be removed immediately on a national basis as suggested by some of the ILECs. As 
noted above, the local exchange services market is in a state of rapid change. In the 
Commission's view, the state of local competition, when considered on a national basis, has not 
reached levels that would justify the immediate removal of these competitive safeguards at a 
national level. 

484. The Commission does consider, however, that the evidence on the record of this proceeding 
demonstrates the need for an immediate modification to the winback rule. In Call-Net Part VII 
Application – Promotion of local residential competition, Telecom Decision CRTC 2004-4, 
27 January 2004 (Decision 2004-4), the Commission extended from three months to 12 months 
the no-winback period with respect to residential local exchange service under the winback rule 
on the basis of the market reality at that time, in which residential local exchange competition was 
developing slowly and there were seemingly limited prospects for growth in the near future. 

485. As set out above, the evidence received by the Commission, leading up to this proceeding and in 
the course of this proceeding, demonstrates that the local exchange services market is rapidly 
evolving; more and more Canadians have competitive options available to them for local 
exchange services and hundreds of thousands of Canadians are choosing those competitive 
options. In light of this new market reality, the Commission considers that the 12-month 
no-winback period with respect to residential local exchange service under the winback rule is 
no longer appropriate. The Commission finds that the residential local exchange service 
no-winback period is more appropriately set at three months, as it was prior to Decision 2004-4. 
This change will bring the residential local exchange service no-winback period back into line 
with the no-winback period for business local exchange service and also with the no-winback 
period imposed on cable LECs in multi-unit dwellings with respect to winning back cable 
customers. In the Commission's view, a no-winback period of three months is, under current 
market conditions, sufficient and necessary to prevent the ILECs from enjoying an undue or 
unfair advantage, or otherwise benefiting unfairly, as a result of their enhanced ability to target, 
in direct communications, former local exchange customers for winback purposes.  

486. The Commission therefore restates the local winback rule to be as follows: 

 ..an ILEC is not to attempt to win back a business customer with respect to 
primary exchange service or local VoIP service, and in the case of a 
residential customer of local exchange service (i.e. PES or local VoIP 
service), with respect to any service, for a period commencing at the time 
of the local service request and terminating three months after that 
customer's primary local exchange service or local VoIP service has been 
completely transferred to another local service provider, with one 
exception: ILECs should be allowed to win back customers who call to 
advise them that they intend to change local service provider. 



 

 

487. With respect to a staged transition to forbearance, as proposed by some parties, the Commission 
considers that there is some merit in providing ILECs with a measure of preliminary regulatory 
relaxation prior to forbearance being granted in a relevant market. The Commission considers 
that, where an applicant ILEC can demonstrate that it has met the criteria, set out below, in a 
relevant market, competition in that relevant market will have reached a sufficient level that the 
ILECs' ability to use their incumbency advantages to target competitors' customers for winback 
purposes, in direct communications, will no longer provide them with an undue or unfair 
advantage or otherwise provide them with an unfair opportunity to win back former customers, 
and, therefore, the local winback rule can be lifted. 

488. In light of the above, the Commission is prepared to consider applications from an ILEC 
requesting the removal of the local winback rule in a relevant market when the applicant ILEC 
can demonstrate that it has lost 20 percent of its market share in that relevant market and that, 
for the three months prior to the application it has met individual standards for each of the 
14 specified competitor Q of S indicators of the RRP for competitors, when the results are 
averaged across the three-month period. 

489. With respect to the arguments raised by the ILECs that the local winback rule, as it existed prior 
to the release of this Decision, violates section 2(b) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, the Commission notes that it is today in Bell Canada and Saskatchewan 
Telecommunications' request that the Commission stop applying the local exchange service 
winback restrictions on the basis that they unjustifiably infringe the right to freedom of 
expression in section 2(b) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Telecom Decision 
CRTC 2006-16, 6 April 2006, releasing its decision on the constitutionality of that local winback 
rule. The Commission notes that the only difference between that local winback rule and the 
new local winback rule set out above is that the latter sets out a 3-month no-winback period for 
residential customers, as opposed to a 12-month no-winback period in the previous rule. 

 IX. Aliant Telecom's forbearance application 

490. As indicated above, the Commission decided to consider in this proceeding Aliant Telecom's 
application for forbearance from the regulation of residential local exchange services in 32 local 
exchanges in Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island. A number of parties made submissions 
either supporting or opposing that application. 

 Parties supporting Aliant Telecom's application  

491. SaskTel submitted that Aliant Telecom's original application and the updated evidence 
conclusively demonstrated that in the specified exchanges Aliant Telecom did not have 
market power. 

492. TCI submitted that Aliant Telecom's forbearance application should already have been 
approved as the evidence before the Commission clearly showed that Aliant Telecom did not 
have market power in the areas where Aliant Telecom sought forbearance. 

493. Bell Canada/Télébec submitted that, in Aliant Telecom's original application and updated 
evidence dated 18 May 2005, Aliant Telecom has conclusively demonstrated that in the specified 
exchanges EastLink was a significant and effective competitor, and that Aliant Telecom did not 
have substantial market power. 



 

 

 Parties opposing Aliant Telecom's application 

494. Call-Net submitted that Aliant Telecom's application was, and remained, premature. Call-Net 
submitted that this fact was confirmed by the Commission's determinations with respect to the 
ILECs', including Aliant Telecom's, overwhelming dominance in the market for local exchange 
services set out in Decision 2005-28. 

495. CCTA submitted that the Commission should deny Aliant Telecom's application on the basis 
that EastLink was not a viable entrant at this time and that forbearance at this time could end a 
further roll-out of services by EastLink. 

496. Rogers submitted that Aliant Telecom's application was premature and should be denied. In 
Rogers' view, Aliant Telecom did not meet the forbearance criteria that Rogers had proposed in 
this proceeding for the relevant product and geographic markets. 

497. Cybersurf was of the view that Aliant Telecom had not met the pre-conditions, which Cybersurf 
had proposed, required for forbearance of its wireline local exchange services at this time. 

498. EastLink submitted that it was still too early to grant Aliant Telecom forbearance for its 
residential local exchange services in the 32 exchanges. EastLink was of the view that it had not 
achieved a sufficient foothold to be able to withstand and respond to targeted behaviour by 
Aliant Telecom on an ongoing basis. EastLink submitted that based upon its proposed 
forbearance test and based upon the evidence currently before the Commission, it was still too 
early to grant Aliant Telecom forbearance for residential local exchange service for the 32 local 
exchanges specified in Aliant Telecom's application. In EastLink's view, there was insufficient 
evidence to indicate that in Aliant Telecom's territory sustainable competition had been 
achieved to warrant granting forbearance. EastLink submitted, therefore, that Aliant Telecom's 
application for forbearance should be denied. 

499. MTS Allstream submitted that there was little or no evidence of falling local prices in 
Aliant Telecom's operating territory on the record of this proceeding. 

500. The Consumer Groups submitted that Aliant Telecom's application for forbearance should be 
denied as it did not meet the criteria for forbearance proposed by the Consumer Groups. 

 Commission's analysis and determinations 

501. The Commission indicated, in Public Notice 2005-2, that it would apply to Aliant Telecom's 
application the local forbearance framework developed in this Decision, including the 
conclusions regarding relevant markets and forbearance criteria. 

502. The Commission notes that the 32 local exchanges in Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island, 
for which Aliant Telecom applied for residential local exchange service forbearance, are located 
within four of the six LFRs which the Commission has identified in Nova Scotia and Prince 
Edward Island. Specifically the 32 local exchanges are located in 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-01 Nova Scotia, Halifax CMA (Halifax LFR) 



 

 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 11-01 Prince Edward Island, Prince Edward Island ER 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-03 Nova Scotia, North Shore ER 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-05 Nova Scotia, Southern ER 

503. With respect to these regions, the Commission finds, based on the evidence presented in this 
proceeding, that Aliant Telecom's market share loss is as follows: 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-01 Nova Scotia, Halifax CMA – 33 percent 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 11-01 Prince Edward Island, Prince Edward Island ER – 13 percent 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-03 Nova Scotia, North Shore ER – nine percent 

 • Aliant Telecom LFR 12-05 Nova Scotia, Southern ER – eight percent 

504. The Commission finds, therefore, that Aliant Telecom has met the market share loss criterion of 
the local forbearance framework with respect to the Halifax LFR. However as Aliant Telecom 
has not met the market share loss criteria with respect to any of the other LFRs, it will not be 
necessary to consider these LFRs with respect to the remaining forbearance criteria.  

505. The Commission notes that Aliant Telecom does not currently have an approved bundled 
ADSL tariff. The Commission finds, therefore, that Aliant Telecom has not met the Competitor 
Services tariff requirement for residential local exchange forbearance. 

506. The Commission notes that the record provides clear evidence of rivalrous behaviour in the 
Halifax LFR. Both Aliant Telecom and EastLink are vigorously competing for residential local 
exchange customers through the use of bundles, promotions and extensive advertising 
campaigns. The Commission considers, therefore, that Aliant Telecom has provided sufficient 
evidence of rivalrous behaviour in the Halifax LFR. 

507. The Commission notes that the access to OSS criterion is not applicable to Aliant Telecom's 
application as the Commission had not approved an implementation plan for access to 
Aliant Telecom's OSS prior to the local forbearance application. 

508. With respect to the competitor Q of S criteria of the local forbearance framework, the 
Commission notes that Aliant Telecom has not met the competitor Q of S criteria of the local 
forbearance framework. Based on the reports received by the Commission from Aliant Telecom 
covering the period of July 2005 until December 2005, 43 percent of Aliant Telecom's 
six-month average performances for each competitor indicator were at or above the minimum 
threshold required by Decision 2005-20. In order to meet the competitor Q of S criterion for 
local forbearance this number must be 100 percent. 

509. The Commission notes that while Aliant Telecom's application was filed prior to the creation of 
the current competitor Q of S regime, the Commission considers it necessary to assess that 
application against all of the criteria set out in its local forbearance framework including the 
competitor Q of S criteria. In the Commission's view, achievement by an applicant ILEC of the 
competitor Q of S criteria is of critical importance in demonstrating that competition in the 
relevant market will be sustainable. 



 

 

510. In light of the above, the Commission denies Aliant Telecom's application for residential local 
forbearance. The Commission notes that Aliant Telecom can reapply for residential local 
forbearance when it can demonstrate that it has met all of the local forbearance criteria in an 
LFR. The Commission notes that with respect to the Halifax LFR Aliant Telecom met all of the 
local forbearance framework criteria except the competitor Q of S criteria and the Competitor 
Services tariff criteria. In this respect the Commission is prepared to consider a new application 
for residential local forbearance by Aliant Telecom in the Halifax LFR, which demonstrates that 
Aliant Telecom meets all of the local forbearance criteria, on an expedited basis. 

511. The Commission also notes that Aliant Telecom does not, at this time, qualify for the 
transitional measure of the removal of the local winback rule as set out above. While 
Aliant Telecom has lost more than 20 percent of its market share in the Halifax LFR, based on 
reports received by the Commission from Aliant Telecom covering the three-month period 
ending in December 2005, 50 percent of Aliant Telecom's three-month average performances 
for each competitor indicator were at or above the minimum standard required by Decision 
2005-20. Therefore it has not achieved sufficient results over the last three reported months on 
its competitor Q of S indicators in its serving territory to meet that criterion for the lifting of the 
local winback rule in the Halifax LFR. 

 X. Other implementation issues 

512. In order to implement the local forbearance framework outlined above, the Commission needs 
to address the three following issues in this Decision: 

 • data gathering and calculating market share loss; 

 • process for applying for local forbearance; and 

 • process for applying for removal of the local winback rule 

513. The Commission received submissions from the parties to the proceeding on these issues and 
has considered those submissions in reaching its decision. To the extent that those submissions 
raised concerns that the Commission felt needed to be addressed, it has done so in the above 
sections, particularly Section V, and therefore will not summarize those submissions here. 

 Data gathering and calculating market share loss 

514. As set out above in Section V, ILEC market share loss within the relevant market is an important 
part of assessing whether or not an applicant ILEC has demonstrated that forbearance within a 
particular relevant market is warranted. As such the Commission will need to collect the 
necessary data in order to allow both itself and other parties to know the amount of ILEC market 
share loss within any particular relevant market. Accordingly, the Commission will continue to 
require all TSPs to file their annual data with the Commission for total local wireline connections 
(TLWC) separately for residential and business local exchange services by wire centre. 

515. The formula that the Commission will use to calculate ILEC market share loss within any 
particular relevant market will be as follows: 

 ILEC market share loss  =   TLWC – the ILEC local wireline connections 
                         TLWC 



 

 

516. The Commission will measure TLWC and ILEC local wireline connections based on the 
number of NAS and NAS-equivalents reported for each relevant market. As set out above, the 
Commission considers that the concept of NAS has the advantage of being an already defined 
term, familiar to all parties, and hence administratively simpler to use than other concepts 
suggested in this proceeding. 

517. The market shares of the "Incumbents", "Competitors (ILEC out-of-territory)" and 
"Competitors (other)", as those terms are used in the Commission's Annual Monitoring Report,   
will be calculated on an annual basis, separately for business and residential local exchange 
services, for each LFR, based on information submitted by all TSPs as part of the Commission's 
Annual Monitoring Report process. These market shares will be published, separately for 
business and residential local exchange services, for each LFR, expressed in each case as a 
percentage, in the Commission's Annual Monitoring Report in July of each year commencing in 
2006.  

518. In addition, the Commission will, for its own internal use, collect data on a quarterly basis from 
each ILEC with respect to the number of NAS each ILEC has in each relevant market. Each 
ILEC is required to file, with the Commission, their local wireline connections by wire centre 
separately for business and residential local exchange services for each LFR in its operating 
territory within 45 calendar days from the end of each quarter. Each ILEC will be required to 
make its first quarterly filing beginning with the second quarter of 2006. The Commission notes 
that the quarterly filing for the fourth quarter shall be filed by each ILEC as part of its Annual 
Monitoring Report filings. The Commission does not, at this time, intend to publish this 
quarterly data. 

519. The Commission notes that at the time of an application for either forbearance or the removal of 
the local winback rule, pursuant to the framework set out in this Decision, the applicant ILEC is 
required to submit, with its application, its market share loss for the LFR in question based on 
the TLWC for that LFR. The Commission notes that the TLWC for a particular LFR can be 
derived, by the ILEC, using the percentage market shares published in the most recent Annual 
Monitoring Report. 

520. The Commission further notes that it may, at the time of receipt of an application for local 
forbearance, request further data, from the applicant or others, that it deems necessary to 
determine whether local forbearance is warranted in that particular case.  

 Process for applying for local forbearance 

521. In establishing a process for dealing with applications for local forbearance filed pursuant to the 
framework set out in this Decision, the Commission considers it important to provide a process 
that allows for timely decisions to be rendered on such applications. Where an applicant ILEC 
provides the necessary information, in the form required, the Commission undertakes to make a 
determination on its application within the time frames set out below. The Commission expects, 
after the first number of applications have been determined, that it will be able to further 
streamline these time frames. 



 

 

522. An ILEC should submit an application to the Commission requesting forbearance in a relevant 
market that contains evidence demonstrating that the criteria set out in the local forbearance 
framework have been met. The application should also list the tariff items and associated tariff 
numbers of the services for which the ILEC is requesting forbearance. The Commission notes 
that applications that are deficient in providing all of the required information will be returned 
to the applicant ILEC. 

523. For ease of administration and in order to increase efficiency, each application should only be 
with reference to one relevant market. Upon receipt of the application, the Commission will 
post the application to its website. The applicant ILEC will, prior to filing, serve a copy of its 
application on all registered CLECs and any other known TSP providing local exchange service 
in the relevant market. Other parties that may be interested in commenting on such applications 
for local forbearance will be responsible for monitoring the Commission's website in order to be 
aware of when such applications have been filed. 

524. The application itself shall be divided into three parts: one part should contain the submissions of 
the ILEC as to why it believes that it is entitled to forbearance in the relevant market applied for; 
the next part should contain all of the evidence on which the ILEC relies to establish the accuracy 
of its submissions. The final part should include a draft communications plan for the 
Commission's approval. The draft communications plan should include descriptions of how the 
ILEC intends to provide an explanation of local forbearance to customers in the relevant market, 
information on the ongoing availability of stand-alone PES in the relevant market and contact 
information to customers who have questions or concerns. Submissions should be no longer than 
25 pages, including footnotes. The other parts of the application are not limited in length. 

525. Any party wishing to file comments on the ILEC's application for local forbearance should file its 
comments with the Commission and serve the applicant ILEC with a copy of its comments within 
30 calendar days of the ILEC's application being filed. Responding comments should be divided 
into two parts: the first part should contain any comments of the responding party on the ILEC's 
application for forbearance; the second part should contain all of the evidence on which the 
responding party relies to establish the accuracy of its submissions. The first part should be no 
longer than 20 pages, including footnotes. The second part is not limited in length. 

526. Reply comments may be filed with the Commission and served on all other participating parties 
by the applicant ILEC within 10 calendar days of the deadline for comments. Reply comments 
should be no longer than 10 pages, including footnotes. 

527. Within 50 calendar days of receiving the ILEC's application, the Commission will determine 
whether an interrogatory process is required to obtain further information, and will either issue 
interrogatories within that same 50 calendar day period or issue a letter indicating that the 
record of the proceeding is closed. Interrogatory responses will generally be required within 
10 calendar days. If an interrogatory process is required, parties will be provided with a further 
opportunity to file with the Commission and serve on the ILEC further comments within 
10 calendar days of the end of the interrogatory process and the ILEC will be entitled to file and 
serve further reply comments within 10 calendar days of the deadline for further comments. 



 

 

528. The Commission undertakes, under normal circumstances, to complete its analysis and issue its 
decision on the application for local forbearance within 80 calendar days of the close of the 
record. The Commission notes that it has attached to this Decision as Appendix D a template 
providing further detail on its expectations with respect to applications for local forbearance 
made pursuant to the framework established in this Decision. 

 Process for applying for removal of the local winback rule 

529. The Commission notes that the process for determining whether the two criteria established in 
this framework for the removal of the local winback rule in a relevant market have been met 
should be straightforward and not likely be subject to much, if any, dispute. As such, the 
Commission believes that a streamlined process is appropriate for this type of application. 

530. In order to receive relief from the local winback rule in accordance with this Decision, an ILEC 
must submit an application to the Commission that contains evidence demonstrating that the 
criteria set out above for removal of the local winback rule have been met. The Commission 
notes that applications that are deficient in providing all of the required information will be 
returned to the applicant ILEC. 

531. For ease of administration and in order to increase efficiency, each application should only be 
with reference to one relevant market. Upon receipt of the application, the Commission will 
post the application to its website. The applicant ILEC should, prior to filing, serve a copy of its 
application on all registered CLECs and any other known TSP providing local exchange service 
in the relevant market. Other parties that may be interested in commenting on such applications 
for local forbearance will be responsible for monitoring the Commission's website in order to be 
aware of when such applications have been filed. 

532. The application itself shall be divided into two parts: the first part should contain the 
submissions of the ILEC as to why it believes that it is entitled to relief from the local winback 
rule in the relevant market applied for; the second part should contain all of the evidence on 
which the ILEC relies to establish the truth of its submissions. The first part should be no longer 
than 20 pages, including footnotes. The second part is not limited in length. 

533. Any party wishing to file comments on the ILEC's application for relief from the local winback 
rule should file its comments with the Commission and serve the applicant ILEC with a copy of 
its comments within 25 calendar days of the filing of the ILEC's application. Responding 
comments should also be divided into two parts: the first part should contain any comments of 
the responding party on the ILEC's application for forbearance; the second part should contain 
all of the evidence on which the responding party relies to establish the truth of its submissions. 
The first part should be no longer than 20 pages, including footnotes. The second part is not 
limited in length. 



 

 

534. Reply comments may be filed with the Commission and served on all other parties by the 
applicant ILEC within seven calendar days of the deadline for comments. Reply comments 
should be no longer than 10 pages, including footnotes. 

535. Within 45 calendar days of receiving the ILEC's application, the Commission will issue either a 
final decision disposing of the application or a letter indicating that it is unable to reach a decision 
within that 45 day period and indicating within what period of time it intends to dispose of the 
application. The Commission notes that it has attached to this Decision as Appendix E a template 
providing further detail on its expectations with respect to applications for relief from the local 
winback rule made pursuant to the framework established in this Decision. 

 Secretary General 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 This document is available in alternative format upon request, and may also be examined in 
PDF format or in HTML at the following Internet site: http://www.crtc.gc.ca 
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 Appendix A contains details of each LFR within Aliant Telecom's, Bell Canada's, MTS Allstream's, 
SaskTel's, Télébec's and TCI's respective operating territories. 

 Each LFR is assigned a unique four-digit LFR number. The first two digits use Statistics Canada's 
standard geographical classification numbers to identify the province; the last two digits are serially 
assigned by province: 

 Newfoundland and Labrador (10XX) 
 Prince Edward Island (11XX) 
 Nova Scotia (12XX) 
 New Brunswick (13XX) 
 Quebec (24XX) 
 Ontario (35XX) 
 Manitoba (46XX) 
 Saskatchewan (47XX) 
 Alberta (48XX) 
 British Columbia (59XX) 

 Each LFR entry in this Appendix contains a list of exchanges that have rate centres inside the LFR 
boundary, of which the ILEC's local wireline connections and the total local wireline connections 
are considered in determining the ILEC's market share. As the operating territories of small ILECs 
and Northwestel are outside the scope of this Decision, the associated exchanges are not included in 
this Appendix. 
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 Aliant Telecom LFR 10-01, Newfoundland and Labrador 

Avalon Peninsula ER 

 Arnold's Cove  
Bay Roberts  
Bell Island  
Bellevue  
Branch 
Brigus 
Cape Broyle  
Carbonear 
Chance Cove 

Chapel Arm 
Come By Chance 
Fairhaven  
Fermeuse 
Freshwater 
Harbour Main  
Heart's Content  
Heart's Delight  
Long Harbour 

Long Pond  
Lower Island Cove  
Mount Carmel  
New Chelsea  
New Harbour  
Old Perlican  
Portugal Cove  
Pouch Cove  
St. Bride's 

St. John's 
St. Mary's  
Torbay 
Trepassey 
Upper Island Cove  
Western Bay  
Whitbourne 
Witless Bay  
 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 10-02, Newfoundland and Labrador 
South Coast – Burin Peninsula ER and Notre Dame – Central Bonavista Bay ER 

 Badger 
Baie Verte 
Bay L'Argent 
Beaumont 
Belleoram 
Birchy Bay 
Bishop's Falls 
Bonavista 
Botwood 
Boyd's Cove 
Buchans 
Burgeo 
Brent's Cove 
Brown's Arm 
Burin 
Burlington 
Campbellton 
Carmanville 
Catalina 
Centreville 
Change Islands 
Charlottetown (Bonavista Bay) 
Clarenville 
Clarke's Head  
Coomb's Cove 
Cottrell's Cove  
Eastport  
English Harbour East 

English Harbour West 
Fleur de Lys  
Fogo  
François 
Gambo 
Gander 
Garden Cove 
Garnish 
Gaultois  
Glenwood 
Glovertown 
Grand Bank  
Grand Bruit  
Grand Falls 
Greenspond  
Grey River 
Harbour Breton 
Hare Bay 
Harry's Harbour 
Hermitage 
Hickman's Harbour 
Hillgrade 
Hillview 
Horwood  
Island Harbour  
Isle aux Morts  
Jamestown 
Joe Batt's Arm 

King's Cove 
King's Point  
Ladle Cove 
Lamaline 
Lapoile 
Lascie 
Leading Tickles 
Lewisporte 
Little Bay 
Little Bay Islands 
Little Heart's Ease  
Lumsden 
Marystown 
McCallum 
Millertown 
Milltown 
Ming's Bight 
Monkstown 
Moreton's Harbour  
Monroe 
Musgrave Harbour  
Musgravetown  
Newman's Cove 
Nipper's Harbour  
Norris Arm  
Pacquet 
Petit Forte 
Plate Cove 

Point Leamington 
Pool's Cove 
Port aux Basques  
Port Albert  
Port Blandford 
Port Rexton 
Princeton 
Ramea  
Robert's Arm 
Rencontre East  
Rose Blanche  
Rushoon 
Seal Cove (Fortune Bay) 
Seal Cove (White Bay)  
Seldom 
South Brook 
St. Alban's  
St. Brendan's  
St. Lawrence 
Summerford 
Terra Nova 
Terrenceville 
Triton 
Twillingate 
Wesleyville 
Westport 
Wild Cove 
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 Aliant Telecom, LFR 10-03, Newfoundland and Labrador  
West Coast – Northern Peninsula – Labrador ER  

 Benoit's Cove 
Black Duck Cove  
Black Tickle 
Brig Bay 
Cartwright 
Charlottetown (Labrador) 
Churchill Falls  
Codroy  
Cook's Harbour  
Comfort Cove - Newstead 
Conche  
Corner Brook 
Cow Head 
Daniel's Harbour 
Degras 
Deer Lake  
Englee 

Flower's Cove  
Forteau  
Grandois 
Green Island Cove 
Griquet  
Happy Valley - Goose Bay
Hampden 
Hawkes Bay 
Hopedale 
Jackson's Arm  
Jeffreys  
L'Anse-au-Loup  
Labrador City - Wabush 
Lark Harbour  
Little Harbour 
Lourdes 
Main Brook 

MakKovik  
Mary's Harbour 
McIver's  
Nain 
Natashquan  
Norman's Bay  
Northwest River  
Paradise River  
Pasadena  
Pinsent's Arm  
Port au Port 
Port Hope Simpson 
Port Saunders  
Postville  
Raleigh 
Red Bay  
Reef's Harbour 

Rigolet  
River of Ponds 
Rocky Harbour 
Roddickton 
Sop's Arm  
Springdale  
St. Anthony  
St. George's  
St. Lewis  
Stephenville  
Stephenville Crossing 
Summerside 
Trout River  
Williams Harbour 
Woody Point  
 



Appendix A 
Page 5 of 39 

 

 

Aliant Telecom – Prince Edward Island and Nova Scotia 
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 Aliant Telecom LFR 11-01, Prince Edward Island 

Prince Edward Island ER 

 Alberton  
Bedeque  
Bordon  
Cardigan  
Charlottetown  
Covehead  
Crapaud  

Eldon 
Georgetown 
Hunter River 
Kensington 
Montague 
Morell-St. Peters 
Mount Stewart 

Murray River  
New Haven  
New London  
O'Leary 
Rusticoville  
Souris 

South Lake  
Summerside  
Tignish  
Tyne Valley  
Vernon River  
Wellington 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 12-01, Nova Scotia 
Halifax CMA 

 Chezzetcook  
Ecum Secum 
French Village  
Halifax 

Ketch Harbour 
Lake Charlotte 
Musquodoboit 
Musquodoboit Harbour 

Port Dufferin 
Prospect Road  
Sackville 
Sheet Harbour 

St. Margarets  
Tangier 
Upper Musquodoboit 
Waverley 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 12-02, Nova Scotia 
Cape Breton ER 

 Arichat 
Baddeck 
Boisdale 
Boularderie 
Cheticamp 
Dingwall  
East Bay 
Eskasoni 

Gabarus 
Glace Bay 
Grand Narrows 
Ingonish 
Inverness 
L'Ardoise 
Louisbourg 
Louisdale 

Mabou 
Margaree 
Margaree Forks 
Marion Bridge 
Neils Harbour  
New Waterford 
North Sydney 
Port Hawkesbury 

Port Hood 
Port Morien  
Saltsprings 
St. Anns Bay 
St. Peters  
Sydney 
Whycocomagh 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 12-03, Nova Scotia 
North Shore ER 

 Advocate 
Amherst 
Antigonish 
Bass River 
Brookfield 
Canso 
Collingwood 
Country Harbour  
Debert 
Goldboro 
Goshen 

Great Village  
Guysborough 
Heatherton 
Hopewell 
Kenzieville 
Larrys River 
Liscomb 
MacCan 
Melrose 
Merigomish 
Monastery 

Mulgrave 
New Glasgow  
Oxford 
Parrsboro 
Pictou 
Port Bickerton 
Port Greville 
Pugwash 
Queensport 
River Hebert 
River John 

Southampton  
Springhill 
Sherbrooke 
Stewiacke 
Tatamagouche 
Thorburn 
Truro 
Upper Stewiacke 
Wallace 
Wentworth 
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 Aliant Telecom LFR 12-04, Nova Scotia 
Annapolis Valley ER 

 Annapolis Royal 
Aylesford  
Berwick 
Bridgetown 
Brooklyn 
Canning 

Cheverie  
Clarksville  
Elmsdale 
Hantsport 
Kennetcook 
Kentville 

Kingston 
Lawrencetown 
Maitland 
Middleton 
Mount Uniacke 
Noel 

Shubenacadie 
Springfield 
Walton 
Windsor 
Wolfville 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 12-05, Nova Scotia 
Southern ER 

 Argyle 
Barrington 
Bear River 
Blandford 
Bridgewater 
Caledonia  
Carleton 
Chelsea 
Chester 

Clark's Harbour  
Digby 
Freeport  
Hubbards 
Lahave 
Lockeport 
Liverpool 
Lunenburg 
Mahone Bay 

Meteghan  
Mill Village 
New Germany 
New Ross 
Port Maitland 
Port Mouton 
Pubnico 
Riverport 
Sandy Cove 

Saulnierville 
Shelburne 
Tusket 
Wedgeport 
Weymouth 
Woods Harbour 
Yarmouth 
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Aliant Telecom – New Brunswick 
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 Aliant Telecom LFR 13-01, New Brunswick  

Saint John – St. Stephen ER 

 Blacks Harbour  
Browns Flat  
Campobello  
Deer Island  
Grand Bay-Westfield 

Grand Manan  
Hampton  
Maces Bay  
Norton 
Rothesay 

St. Andrews 
St. George 
St. Martins 
St. Stephen 
Saint John 

Springfield 
Summerville 
Sussex 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 13-02, New Brunswick 
Moncton – Richibucto ER 

 Albert  
Alma  
Bouctouche 
Cap-Pele 
Cocagne 

Dorchester 
Fords Mills  
Hillsborough  
Memramcook 
Moncton 

Petitcodiac 
Port Elgin  
Richibucto  
Sackville 
Saint-Antoine 

Saint-Louis-de-Kent 
Salisbury 
Shediac 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 13-03, New Brunswick 
Campbellton – Miramichi ER 

 Allardville  
Baie-Sainte-Anne 
Balmoral 
Bathurst 
Belledune 
Blackville 

Boiestown 
Campbellton 
Caraquet 
Dalhousie 
Doaktown  
Grande-Anse 

Kedgwick  
Lamèque  
Miramichi 
Neguac  
Paquetville  
Petit-Rocher 

Rogersville  
Saint-Isidore 
Saint-Quentin 
Shippagan 
Tracadie 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 13-04, New Brunswick  
Fredericton – Oromocto ER 

 Chipman  
Fredericton  
Fredericton Junction 
Gagetown 

Harvey Station 
Hoyt 
Keswick  
McAdam 

Meductic 
Millville 
Minto  
Nackawic 

Oromocto 
Stanley 
Welsford 
Youngs Cove Road 

 Aliant Telecom LFR 13-05, New Brunswick  
Edmundston – Woodstock ER 

 Baker Brook  
Clair  
Edmundston  
Florenceville 

Grand Falls 
Hartland 
New Denmark 

Perth-Andover 
Plaster Rock  
Saint-Basile 

Sainte-Anne-de-Madawaska
St. Leonard  
Woodstock 
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Bell Canada – Quebec 
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 Bell Canada LFR 24-01, Quebec 

Montréal CMA 

 Beauharnois 
Beloeil 
Boucherville 
Chambly 
Châteauguay 
Chomedey 
Hudson 
Île-Perrot 
Lachine 
Laprairie 

L'Assomption 
Laval-Est 
Laval-Ouest 
Lavaltrie  
Legardeur 
Les Cèdres 
Longueuil 
Mascouche 
Mirabel 
Mirabel-Aéroport 

Mirabel-St-Augustin 
Montréal 
Oka 
Pointe-Claire 
Pont-Viau 
Roxboro 
St-Bruno 
St-Constant 
St-Eustache 
St-Jérôme 

St-Vincent-de-Paul 
Ste-Anne-des-Plaines 
Ste-Geneviève 
Ste-Julie-de-Verchères 
Ste-Rose 
Ste-Thérèse 
Terrebonne 
Varennes 
Vaudreuil 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-02, Quebec 
Lanaudière ER (excluding Montréal CMA) 

 Berthierville 
Crabtree 
Joliette 
Lanoraie 
L'Épiphanie-l'Assomption 

Rawdon 
St-Alphonse-de-Rodriguez
St-Barthélémy 
St-Calixte-de-Kilkenny 
St-Donat-de-Montcalm 

St-Félix-de-Valois 
St-Gabriel-de-Brandon 
St-Jacques 
St-Jean-de-Matha 
St-Lin 

St-Michel-des-Saints 
St-Théodore de Chertsey
St-Zénon 
Ste-Julienne 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-03, Quebec 
Outaouais ER and Laurentides ER (excluding Montréal CMA and Ottawa – Gatineau CMA) 

 Arundel 
Bouchette 
Brownsburg 
Chapeau 
Fort-Coulonge 
Gracefield  
Grand-Remous 
Grenville  
Kazabazua 

L'Annonciation 
La Minerve 
Labelle 
Lachute 
Low 
Maniwaki 
Manouane  
Montebello 
Morin-Heights 

Nominingue 
Papineauville 
Pierreville 
St-Adolphe-d'Howard 
St-André Est  
St-Faustin 
St-Hippolyte 
St-Jovite 
St-Sauveur 

Ste-Adèle 
Ste-Agathe 
Ste-Marguerite 
Shawbridge 
Thurso 
Val David 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-04, Quebec 
Montérégie ER (excluding Montréal CMA) 

 Bedford 
Bromont 
Clarenceville 
Coteau-du-Lac 
Coteau-Landing 
Cowansville 
Dunham 
Farnham  
Franklin Centre 
Frelighsburg 
Granby 
Hemmingford 

Henryville 
Howick 
Huntingdon 
Knowlton 
Lacolle 
Marieville 
Napierville 
Ormstown 
Rigaud 
Rivière-Beaudette 
St-Blaise 
St-Césaire 

St-Chrysostôme 
St-Clet 
St-Damase 
St-Denis 
St-Hyacinthe 
St-Jean 
St-Marc (Verchères Co) 
St-Paul-d'Abbotsford 
St-Pie 
St-Polycarpe 
St-Régis 
St-Rémi 

Ste-Justine 
Ste-Madeleine 
Ste-Marthe 
Ste-Martine 
Sorel 
Sutton 
Valleyfield 
Verchères 
Waterloo 
Yamaska 
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 Bell Canada LFR 24-05, Quebec 

Sherbrooke CMA 

 Bromptonville 
Compton 

Deauville 
Magog 

North Hatley 
Sherbrooke 

Stoke 
Waterville 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-06, Quebec 
Estrie ER (excluding Sherbrooke CMA) 

 Asbestos 
Ayer's Cliff 
Bishopton 
Bury 
Chartierville 
Coaticook 
Cookshire 

Danville 
East Angus 
East Hereford 
Eastman 
La Patrie 
Lac-Drolet 

Lac-Mégantic  
Mansonville 
Richmond 
Rock Island 
Sawyerville 
Scotstown 

St-Adolphe-de-Dudswell 
St-Malo Stratford 
St-Sébastien 
Weedon 
Windsor 
Wotton 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-07, Quebec 
Trois-Rivières CMA 

 Champlain 
Trois-Rivières 

   

 Bell Canada LFR 24-08, Quebec 
Centre-du-Québec ER (excluding Trois-Rivières CMA) 

 Deschaillons 
Drummondville 
Fortierville 
Inverness 
L'Avenir 
Laurierville 

Lyster 
Notre-Dame-de-Lourdes 
Plessisville 
St-Félix-de-Kingsey 
St-Ferdinand-d'Halifax 
St-Germain-de-Grantham 

St-Guillaume 
St-Pie-de-Guire 
St-Pierre Les Becquets 
St-Zéphirin 
Ste-Monique-de-Nicolet 
Ste-Sophie-de-Lévrard 

South Durham 
Victoriaville 
Wickham 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-09, Quebec 
Quebec CMA 

 Ancienne-Lorette 
Boischatel 
Charny 
Lévis 

Loretteville 
Notre-Dame-des-Laurentides
Québec 
St-Jean-Île-d'Orléans  

St-Nicolas 
Ste-Brigitte-de-Laval 
Ste-Catherine 
Ste-Pétronille 

Stoneham 
Valcartier 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-10, Quebec 
Saguenay CMA 

 Chicoutimi 
Jonquière 

La Baie  
Laterrière 

St-Fulgence 
St-Honoré de Chicoutimi 
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 Bell Canada LFR 24-11, Quebec 
Saguenay – Lac-Saint-Jean ER (excluding Saguenay CMA) 

 Albanel 
Alma 
Anse-St-Jean 
Chambord  
Chûte-des-Passes 
Delisle 

Desbiens 
Dolbeau 
Ferland 
Girardville 
Hébertville-Station 
La Doré 

Lac Bouchette 
Métabetchouan 
Milot 
Normandin 
Péribonka 
Roberval 

St-Ambroise-de-Chicoutimi
St-Félicien 
St-Gédéon 
St-Prime 
Ste-Rose-du-Nord 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-12, Quebec 
Mauricie ER, Capitale-Nationale ER and Chaudière – Appalaches ER (excluding Trois-Rivières CMA 
and Québec CMA) 

 Baie-St-Paul 
Baie Ste-Catherine 
Black Lake 
Clermont (Charlevoix) 
East Broughton 
Garthby  
Grand'Mère  
Île-aux-Coudres 

La Malbaie 
Leeds 
Les Éboulements 
Louiseville 
Mascouche 
Maskinongé  
Obedjiwan 
Parc-des-Laurentides 

Petite-Rivière-St-François
Shawinigan 
St-Boniface 
St-Féréol  
St-Fidèle 
St-Hilarion 
St-Irénée 
St-Mathieu 

St-Siméon 
St-Tite-des-Caps 
St-Urbain 
Ste-Anne-de-Beaupré 
Thetford Mines 
Tring Jonction 
Yamachiche 

 Bell Canada LFR 24-13, Quebec 
Abitibi – Témiscamingue ER, Nord-du-Québec ER, Côte-Nord ER and Bas-Saint-Laurent ER 

 Akulivik 
Aupaluk 
Bergeronnes 
Biencourt 
Cabano 
Escoumins 
Inukjuak 
Ivujivik 
Kangiqsualujjuaq 
Kangiqsujuaq 

Kangirsuk 
Kuujjuaq 
Kuujjuaraapik 
La Pocatière 
L'Isle-Verte 
Notre-Dame-du-Lac 
Puvirnituq 
Quaqtaq 
Rivière-Bleue 
Rivière-du-Loup 

Sacré-Coeur (Sag. Co.) 
Salluit 
Sault-au-Mouton 
Squatec 
St-Alexandre 
St-André 
St-Éleuthère 
St-Honoré-de-Témiscouata 
St-Jean-de-Dieu 
St-Pacôme 

St-Pascal 
St-Philippe-de-Néri 
Ste-Anne-de-Portneuf 
Tadoussac 
Tasiujaq 
Témiscaming 
Trois-Pistoles 
Umiujaq 
Ville Dégelis 
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Bell Canada – Northern Ontario 
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Bell Canada – Southern Ontario 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-01, Ontario 

Windsor CMA 

 Amherstburg 
Belle River  
Comber 

Emeryville 
La Salle 
Maidstone 

Pleasant Park 
Stoney Point 
Tecumseh 

Windsor 
Woodslee 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-02, Ontario 
Windsor – Sarnia ER (excluding Windsor CMA) 

 Alvinston 
Blenheim 
Bothwell 
Brigden 
Bright's Grove 
Chatham 
Corunna 
Courtright 

Dresden 
Essex  
Harrow 
Highgate 
Kingsville 
Leamington 
McGregor 

Merlin  
Oil Springs 
Pelee Island 
Petrolia 
Port Lambton 
Ridgetown 
Sarnia 

Sombra  
Thamesville  
Tilbury  
Wallaceburg 
Watford 
Wheatley 
Wyoming 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-03, Ontario 
London CMA 

 Ailsa Craig 
Belmont 
Centralia 
Dorchester 

Fingal 
Harrietsville 
Ilderton 
Lambeth 

London 
Mount Brydges 
Port Stanley 
St. Thomas 

Shedden 
Sparta 
Strathroy 
Thorndale 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-04, Ontario 
London ER (excluding London CMA) 

 Beachville 
Bright 
Brownsville 
Drumbo 
Dutton 
Eastwood 
Embro 

Glencoe 
Hickson 
Ingersoll 
Innerkip 
Kerwood  
Kintore 
Lucan 

Melbourne 
Nairn 
Norwich 
Otterville 
Parkhill 
Plattsville 
Princeton 

Rodney 
Tavistock 
Thamesford 
Tillsonburg 
Wardsville 
West Lorne 
Woodstock 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-05, Ontario 
Brantford CMA 

 Brantford    

 Bell Canada LFR 35-06, Ontario 
Hamilton CMA 

 Ancaster 
Binbrook 
Burlington 

Dundas  
Freelton 
Grimsby 

Hamilton 
Lynden 
Mount Hope 

Stoney Creek 
Waterdown 
Winona 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-07, Ontario 
St. Catharines – Niagara CMA 

 Beamsville 
Fort Erie 
Niagara Falls 
Niagara-on-the-Lake 

Pelham  
Port Colborne 
Port Robinson 

Ridgeway  
St. Catharines 
Stevensville 

Vineland 
Wainfleet  
Welland 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-08, Ontario 
Hamilton – Niagara Peninsula ER (excluding Brantford CMA, Hamilton CMA and 
St. Catharines – Niagara CMA) 

 Burford 
Caledonia 
Cayuga 
Delhi 
Dunnville 
Fisherville 

Hagersville 
Jarvis 
Langton 
Mount Pleasant 
Ohsweken 

Paris 
Port Dover 
Port Rowan 
Scotland 
Selkirk 

Simcoe 
St. George  
Waterford 
Wellandport 
West Lincoln 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-09, Ontario 
Kitchener – Waterloo CMA 

 Ayr 
Breslau 

Elmira 
Galt 

Hespeler 
Kitchener-Waterloo 

Preston 
St. Jacobs 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-10, Ontario 
Guelph CMA 

 Guelph Rockwood   

 Bell Canada LFR 35-11, Ontario 
Barrie CMA 

 Barrie 
Cookstown 

Elmvale 
Lefroy 

Stroud  

 Bell Canada LFR 35-12, Ontario 
Kitchener – Waterloo – Barrie ER (excluding Kitchener – Waterloo CMA, Guelph CMA, Barrie 
CMA and Toronto CMA) 

 Arthur 
Baden 
Bluewater 
Borden-Angus 
Brechin 
Christian Island 
Collingwood 
Creemore 
Drayton 

Elora 
Erin 
Fergus 
Grand Valley 
Harriston 
Hillsburgh 
Lafontaine 
Linwood 
Midland 

Moonstone 
Mount Forest 
New Dundee 
New Hamburg 
Orillia 
Oro 
Palmerston 
Penetanguishene 
Port McNicoll 

St. Clements 
Sebright 
Severn Bridge 
Shelburne 
Stayner 
Wasaga Beach 
Waubaushene 
Wellesley 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-13, Ontario 
Toronto CMA 

 Acton 
Ajax-Pickering 
Alliston 
Aurora 
Beeton 
Bethesda 
Bolton 
Bradford 
Brampton 
Caledon 
Caledon East 
Campbellville 
Castlemore 

Claremont 
Clarkson 
Cooksville 
Georgetown 
Gormley 
Keswick 
King City 
Kleinburg 
Malton 
Maple 
Markham 
Milton 
Mount Albert 

Newmarket 
Nobleton 
Oak Ridges 
Oakville 
Orangeville 
Palgrave 
Pefferlaw 
Port Credit 
Queensville 
Richmond Hill 
Schomberg 
Snelgrove 

South Pickering 
Stouffville 
Streetsville 
Sutton  
Thornhill 
Toronto 
Tottenham 
Udora 
Unionville 
Uxbridge 
Victoria 
Woodbridge 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-14, Ontario 
Toronto ER (excluding Toronto CMA) 

 Beaverton 
Blackstock 
Bowmanville 
Brooklin 

Cannington 
Hampton 
Newcastle 

Newtonville  
Orono 
Oshawa 

Port Perry  
Sunderland  
Whitby 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-15, Ontario 
Kingston CMA 

 Bath 
Harrowsmith 

Inverary 
Kingston 

Odessa 
Sydenham 

Verona 
Wolfe Island 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-16, Ontario 
Kingston – Pembroke ER (excluding Kingston CMA) 

 Adolphustown 
Arden 
Arnprior 
Bancroft 
Barry's Bay 
Belleville 
Bloomfield 
Calabogie 
Cardiff 
Chalk River 
Cobden 
Coe Hill 

Deep River 
Denbigh 
Deseronto 
Deux Rivières 
Douglas 
Eganville 
Enterprise 
Estaire 
Foymount 
Frankford 
Gilmour 
Golden Lake 

Killaloe 
Madoc 
Marmora 
Maynooth 
Napanee 
Newburgh 
Northbrook 
Palmer Rapids 
Pembroke 
Petawawa 
Picton 
Plevna 

Renfrew 
Rolphton 
Selby 
Stirling 
Tamworth 
Thurlow 
Trenton 
Tweed 
Wellington 
Wooler 
Yarker 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-17, Ontario-Quebec 
Ottawa – Gatineau CMA 

 Aylmer 
Bourget 
Buckingham 
Carp 
Chelsea 
Clarence Creek 
Constance Bay 

Cumberland 
Embrun 
Gatineau 
Gloucester 
Jockvale 
Kanata-Stittsville  
Luskville 

Manotick  
Metcalfe 
Navan 
North Gower 
Orleans 
Osgoode 
Ottawa-Gatineau 

Perkins 
Quyon  
Richmond 
Rockland 
Russell 
St-Pierre-de-Wakefield 
Wakefield 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-18, Ontario 
Ottawa ER (excluding Ottawa – Gatineau CMA) 

 Alexandria 
Alfred 
Almonte 
Athens 
Avonmore 
Brockville 
Cardinal 
Carleton Place 
Casselman 
Chesterville 
Cornwall 
Crysler 
Delta 

Elgin 
Finch 
Gananoque 
Glen Robertson 
Hawkesbury 
Ingleside 
Iroquois 
Kemptville 
L'Orignal 
Lanark 
Lancaster 
Long Sault  
 

Maberly  
Maitland 
Mallorytown 
Martintown 
Maxville 
McDonalds Corners 
Merrickville 
Morrisburg 
North Augusta 
Pakenham 
Perth 
Plantagenet 

Portland 
Prescott  
Seeleys Bay 
Smiths Falls 
South Mountain 
Spencerville 
St. Eugène 
St. Isidore 
Toledo 
Vankleek Hill 
Williamsburg 
Winchester 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-19, Ontario 
Northwest ER 

 Armstrong 
Atikokan 
Attawapiskat 
Balmertown 
Barwick 
Beardmore 
Bears Passage 
Bearskin Lake 
Big Trout Lake 
Caramat 
Cat Lake 
Clearwater Bay 
Cloud Bay 
Cochenour  
Deer Lake 

Fort Frances 
Fort Hope 
Fort Severn 
Geraldton 
Grassy Narrows 
Gull Bay 
Hemlo 
Hudsonon 
Ignace 
Jaffray-Melick 
Jellicoe 
Kaministiquia 
Kasabonika 
Kashechewan 
Keewatin 

Madsen 
Manitouwadge 
Marathon 
McKenzie Portage 
Minaki 
Mine Centre 
Morson 
Muskrat Dam 
Nakina 
Nestor Falls 
Nipigon 
Ogoki 
Oxdrift 
Pass Lake 
Perrault Falls 

Red Rock 
Redditt 
Sachigo Lake 
Sandy Lake 
Sapawe 
Savant Lake 
Shebandowan 
Sioux Lookout 
Sioux Narrows 
Stratton 
Summer Beaver 
Terrace Bay 
Thunder Bay 
  Independent 
Upsala 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-19, Ontario (cont'd) 
Northwest ER 

 Devlin 
Dorion 
Eagle River 
Ear Falls 
Emo 
Flanders 

Kenora 
Kingfisher Lake 
Lac La Croix 
Lansdowne House 
Longlac 
MacDiarmid 

Pickle Lake 
Pikangikum 
Poplar Hill (Kenora Dis) 
Rainy River 
Raith 
Red Lake 

Vermilion Bay 
Wabigoon 
Weagamow 
Webequie 
Whitedog 
Wunnummin Lake 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-20, Ontario 
Greater Sudbury CMA 

 Azilda 
Blezard Valley 
Capreol 

Chelmsford 
Coniston 
Garson 

Hanmer 
Levack 
Lively 

Schreiber 
Sudbury 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-21, Ontario 
Northeast ER (excluding Greater Sudbury CMA) 

 Alban 
Algoma Mills 
Algonquin Park 
Batchawana Bay 
Biscotasing 
Blind River 
Bonfield 
Britt 
Bruce Mines 
Burk's Falls 
Callander 
Cartier 
Chapleau 
Chub Lake 
Desbarats 
Dokis 
Dubreuilville 
Echo Bay 
Elliot Lake 

Emsdale 
Espanola 
Field 
Foleyet 
Fort Albany 
Gogama 
Gore Bay 
Goulais 
Hawk Junction 
Hornepayne 
Iron Bridge 
Killarney 
Little Current 
Magnetawan 
Markstay 
Massey 
Mattawa 
McKellar 
Missanabie 

Nobel 
Noëlville 
North Bay 
Oba 
Ophir 
Otter Lake 
Parry Sound 
Pineal Lake 
Pointe au Baril 
Port Loring 
Powassan 
Ramsay 
Redbridge 
Restoule 
Rosseau 
Sault Ste. Marie 
Searchmont 
Silverwater 
South River 

Spanish  
Sprucedale 
St. Charles 
St. Joseph Island 
Sturgeon Falls 
Sultan 
Sundridge 
Thessalon 
Thorne 
Trout Creek 
Verner 
Warren 
Wawa 
Westree 
White River 
Whitefish 
Whitefish Falls 
Whitney 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-22, Ontario 
Peterborough CMA 

 Bailieboro 
Bridgenorth 

Burleigh Falls Lakefield Peterborough 
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 Bell Canada LFR 35-23, Ontario 
Muskoka – Kawarthas ER (excluding Peterborough CMA) 

 Apsley 
Bala 
Baysville 
Bethany 
Bobcaygeon 
Bracebridge 
Brighton 
Buckhorn 
Cameron 
Campbellford 
Carnarvon 
Castleton 
Coboconk 

Cobourg 
Colborne 
Cold Springs 
Dorset 
Dunsford 
Dwight 
Fenelon Falls 
Garden Hill 
Gooderham 
Grafton 
Gravenhurst 
Haliburton 
Hastings 

Havelock 
Honey Harbour 
Huntsville 
Kinmount 
Kirkfield 
Lindsay 
Little Britain 
MacTier 
Milford Bay 
Minden 
Nephton 
Norwood 
Oakwood 

Omemee 
Peawanuck 
Port Carling 
Port Hope 
Port Sydney 
Roseneath 
Warkworth 
Welcome 
West Guilford 
Wilberforce 
Windermere 
Woodville 

 Bell Canada LFR 35-24, Ontario 
Stratford – Bruce Peninsula ER 

 Atwood 
Auburn 
Blyth 
Brussels 
Cargill 
Chatsworth 
Chesley 
Clinton 
Crediton 
Dublin 

Dundalk 
Durham 
Exeter 
Feversham 
Flesherton 
Goderich 
Hanover 
Hensall 
Hepworth 
Holstein 

Listowel  
Lucknow 
Markdale 
Meaford 
Mitchell 
Monkton 
Owen Sound 
Sauble Beach 
Seaforth 

Shakespeare 
Southampton  
St. Marys  
Stratford 
Tara 
Thornbury 
Walkerton 
Wiarton 
Wingham 
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MTS Allstream – Manitoba 
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 MTS Allstream LFR 46-01, Manitoba 

Winnipeg ER 

 Winnipeg    

 MTS Allstream LFR 46-02, Manitoba 
Southwest ER and Parklands ER 

 Alexander 
Alonsa 
Amaranth 
Basswood 
Belmont 
Benito 
Beulah 
Binscarth 
Birch River 
Birtle 
Boissevain 
Bowsman 
Brandon 
Brookdale  
Carberry 
Clanwilliam 
Clear Lake 
Cowan 
Crandall 
Cromer 
Dauphin 

Deloraine 
Douglas 
Eddystone 
Eden 
Elgin 
Elkhorn 
Elphinstone 
Erickson 
Ethelbert 
Fork River 
Foxwarren 
Fraserwood 
Gilbert Plains 
Glenboro 
Goodlands 
Grandview 
Hamiota 
Hartney 
Inglis 
Kelwood 
Kenton 

Killarney 
Lyleton 
Mafeking 
McAuley 
McCreary 
Medora/Napinka 
Melita 
Miniota 
Minitonas 
Minnedosa 
Minto 
Neepawa 
Newdale 
Ninette 
Oak Lake 
Oak River 
Oakburn 
Ochre River 
Pierson 
Pine River 
Pipestone 

Rapid City  
Reston 
Rivers 
Roblin 
Rorketon 
Rossburn 
Russell 
Sandy Lake 
Shoal Lake 
Sifton 
Souris 
St-Lazare 
Ste. Rose 
Strathclair 
Swan River 
Tilston 
Virden 
Waskada 
Wawanesa 
Winnipegosis 

 MTS Allstream LFR 46-03, Manitoba 
North Central ER and South Central ER 

 Altona 
Arden 
Austin 
Baldur 
Carman 
Cartwright 
Crystal City 
Cypress River 
Darlingford 
Edwin 
Elie 
Elm Creek 

Emerson 
Gladstone 
Glenella 
Gretna  
Holland 
Langruth 
Letellier 
Macdonald 
MacGregor 
Manitou 
Miami 
Morden 

Morris 
Notre Dame 
Oakville 
Pilot Mound 
Plum Coulee 
Plumas 
Portage la Prairie 
Rathwell 
Roland 
Sanford 
Sidney 
Snowflake 

Somerset  
Southport 
Sperling 
St. Claude 
St. François Xavier 
St. Jean 
Starbuck 
Stephenfield 
Swan Lake 
Treherne 
Winkler 
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 MTS Allstream LFR 46-04, Manitoba 
Southeast ER 

 Anola 
Beausejour 
Dominion City 
Dugald 
Falcon Lake 
Grand Beach 
Grunthal 
Hadashville 

Hazelridge 
Kleefeld 
La Broquerie 
Lac du Bonnet 
Landmark 
Lorette 
Niverville 
Oakbank 

Pinawa 
Piney 
Pointe du Bois 
Rennie 
Sprague 
St. Adolphe 
St. Malo 

St. Pierre  
Ste. Agathe  
Ste. Anne 
Steinbach 
Vita 
Whitemouth 
Woodridge 

 MTS Allstream LFR 46-05, Manitoba 
Interlake ER 

 Arborg 
Ashern 
Brokenhead 
Eriksdale 
Fisher Branch  
Gimli 
Gull Lake 

Gypsumville 
Hecla 
Inwood 
Libau 
Lockport  
Lundar 
Marquette 

Petersfield  
Poplar Point 
Poplarfield 
Riverton 
Selkirk 
St. Laurent  
Steeprock 

Stonewall 
Stony Mountain 
Teulon 
Vidir 
Warren 
Winnipeg Beach 
Woodlands 

 MTS Allstream LFR 46-06, Manitoba 
North ER 

 Berens River 
Bissett 
Brochet 
Camperville 
Churchill 
Clearwater Lake 
Cormorant 
Cranberry Portage 
Cross Lake 
Easterville 
Fisher River 
Flin Flon 

Garden Hill 
Gillam 
Gods Lake Narrows 
Grand Rapids 
Granville Lake 
Ilford 
Lac Brochet 
Leaf Rapids 
Little Grand Rapids 
Lynn Lake 
Manigotagan 
Moose Lake 

Nelson House 
Norway House 
Oxford House 
Pelican Rapids 
Pikwitonei 
Pine Dock 
Pine Falls 
Poplar River 
Pukatawagan 
Red Sucker Lake 
Shamattawa 
Snow Lake 

South Indian Lake 
Split Lake 
St. Theresa Point 
Sundance 
Tadoule Lake 
The Pas 
Thicket Portage 
Thompson 
Waasagomach 
Wabowden 
Wanless 
Waterhen 
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SaskTel – Saskatchewan 
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 SaskTel LFR 47-01, Saskatchewan 

Regina – Moose Mountain ER 

 Avonlea 
Balcarres 
Balgonie 
Bengough 
Bethune 
Bienfait 
Briercrest 
Carlyle 
Carnduff 
Cupar 
Earl Grey 
Estevan 

Fillmore 
Fort Qu'Appelle 
Francis 
Holdfast 
Indian Head 
Lampman 
Lumsden 
Maryfield 
Midale 
Milestone 
Montmartre 
North Portal 

Odessa 
Oxbow 
Pangman 
Pense 
Qu'Appelle 
Radville 
Redvers 
Regina 
Regina Beach 
Riceton 
Rouleau 
Southey 

Stoughton 
Strasbourg 
Torquay 
Tribune 
Vibank 
Wawota 
Weyburn 
Wilcox 
Yellow Grass 

 SaskTel LFR 47-02, Saskatchewan 
Saskatoon – Biggar ER 

 Allan 
Asquith 
Biggar 
Colonsay 
Cut Knife 
Dalmeny 
Davidson 
Delisle 

Dinsmore 
Dundurn 
Hanley 
Imperial 
Kerrobert 
Kindersley 
Langham 
Lanigan 

Luseland 
Macklin 
Meacham 
Neilburg 
Nokomis 
Osler 
Outlook 

Perdue  
Plenty 
Rosetown 
Saskatoon 
Unity 
Watrous 
Wilkie 

 SaskTel LFR 47-03, Saskatchewan 
Swift Current – Moose Jaw ER 

 Assiniboia 
Beechy 
Cabri 
Central Butte 
Climax 
Coderre 
Consul  
Coronach 
Craik 
Eastend 

Elrose 
Eston 
Eyebrow 
Frontier 
Gravelbourg 
Gull Lake 
Herbert 
Hodgeville 
Kincaid 
Kyle 

Lafleche  
Leader 
Lucky Lake 
Mankota 
Maple Creek 
Moose Jaw 
Morse 
Mortlach 
Mossbank 
Neidpath 

Neville 
Pennant 
Ponteix 
Rockglen 
Shaunavon 
Swift Current 
Val Marie 
Vanguard 
Webb 
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 SaskTel LFR 47-04, Saskatchewan 
Yorkton – Melville ER 

 Broadview 
Calder 
Canora 
Churchbridge 
Esterhazy 
Foam Lake 
Grenfell 
Invermay 
Ituna 

Kamsack 
Kipling 
Langenburg 
Lemberg 
Lestock 
Melville 
Moosomin 
Norquay 
Pelly 

Preeceville 
Punnichy 
Quill Lake 
Raymore 
Rhein 
Saltcoats 
Semans 
Springside 

Sturgis  
Theodore 
Wadena 
Watson 
Whitewood 
Wolseley 
Wynyard 
Yorkton 

 SaskTel LFR 47-05, Saskatchewan 
Northern ER and Prince Albert ER 

 Aberdeen 
Alvena 
Beauval 
Big River 
Birch Hills 
Blaine Lake 
Borden 
Bruno 
Buffalo Narrows 
Canoe Narrows 
Canwood 
Carrot River 
Christopher Lake 
Creighton  
Cudworth 
Cumberland House 
Dillon 
Duck Lake 
Edam 
Fond du Lac 

Glaslyn  
Goodsoil 
Green Lake 
Hafford 
Hague 
Hepburn 
Hudson Bay 
Humboldt 
Île-à-La-Crosse 
Kelvington 
Kinistino 
La Loche 
La Ronge 
Lashburn 
Leask 
Leoville 
Lloydminister 
Loon Lake 
Maidstone 
Marshall 

Maymont 
Meadow Lake 
Meath Park 
Melfort 
Meota 
Naicam 
Nipawin 
North Battleford 
Paddockwood 
Paradise Hill 
Patuanak 
Pelican Narrows 
Pierceland 
Pinehouse 
Porcupine Plain 
Prince Albert 
Prud'homme 
Radisson  
Rose Valley 
Rosthern 

Sandy Bay 
Shellbrook  
Smeaton 
Southend 
Speers 
Spiritwood 
St. Louis 
St. Walburg 
Stanley Mission 
Stony Rapids 
Tisdale 
Turnor Lake 
Turtleford 
Uranium City 
Vonda 
Wakaw 
Waldheim 
Waskesiu Lake 
Wollaston Lake 
Yellow Creek 
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Télébec – Quebec 
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 Télébec LFR 24-17, Quebec 

Outaouais ER and Laurentides ER (excluding Ottawa – Gatineau CMA and Montréal CMA) 

 Campbell's Bay 
Chénéville 
Ferme-Neuve 
Lac-des-Écorces 

Lac-du-Cerf 
Mont-Laurier 
Notre-Dame-de-la-Paix 
Notre-Dame-de-la-Salette 

Notre-Dame-du-Laus  
Parc de la Vérendrye 
Shawville 
St-André-Avellin 

St-Émile-de-Suffolk 
Ste-Anne-du-Lac 
Val-des-Bois 

 Télébec LFR 24-18, Quebec 
Southeast Region (Montérégie ER, Estrie ER, Mauricie ER, Centre-du-Québec ER, Chaudière  
– Appalaches ER and Capitale-Nationale ER) 

 Arthabaska 
Aston-Jonction 
Bécancour 
Château-Richer 
Chesterville 
Clova 
Contrecoeur 
Daveluyville  
Disraeli 
Frontenac 
Gentilly 
Ham-Nord 

La Guadeloupe 
La Tuque 
Lac Édouard 
Manseau 
Norbertville 
Notre-Dame-de-Stanbridge
Parent 
Princeville 
Sanmaur 
St-Aimé 
St-Célestin 
St-Cyrille 

St-Grégoire de Nicolet 
St-Honoré-de-Shenley 
St-Hugues 
St-Jude 
St-Léonard-d'Aston 
St-Méthode-de-Frontenac 
St-Nazaire 
St-Ours 
St-Roch-de-Mekinac 
St-Simon-de-Bagot 
St-Sylvère 
St-Thomas-d'Aquin 

St-Wenceslas 
Ste-Angèle-de-Laval 
Ste-Eulalie 
Ste-Gertrude 
Ste-Hélène-de-Bagot 
Ste-Marie-de-Blandford
Ste-Sabine 
Ste-Victoire 
Tingwick 
Venise-en-Québec 
Villeroy 
Woburn 

 Télébec LFR 24-19, Quebec 
Gaspésie – Îles-de-la-Madeleine ER 

 Cap-aux-Meules Grande-Entrée Havre-Aubert Havre-aux-Maisons 

 Télébec LFR 24-20, Quebec 
Northwest Region (Abitibi – Témiscamingue ER, Nord-du-Québec ER and Côte-Nord ER) 

 Amos 
Angliers 
Barraute 
Bearn 
Beaucanton 
Belleterre 
Cadillac 
Chapais 
Chibougamau  
Chisasibi 
Cléricy 
Dubuisson 
Duparquet 
Dupuy 

Eastmain 
Eastmain 1 
Fabre 
Fermont 
Fugèreville 
Joutel 
La Corne 
La Reine 
La Sarre 
Laforge 
Latulipe 
Laverlochère 
Lebel-sur-Quévillon 
Lorrainville 

Louvicourt 
Macamic 
  (Ste-Rose-de-Poularies) 
Malartic 
Matagami 
Mistissini (Lac Mistassini) 
Nédélec 
Nemaska 
Normétal (St-Lambert) 
Notre-Dame-du-Nord 
Palmarolle (Roquemaure) 
Radisson  
Rémigny 
Rivière-Héva 

Rochebaucourt 
Rouyn-Noranda 
Schefferville 
Senneterre 
St-Bruno-de-Guigues 
St-Eugène-de-Guigues 
Ste-Rose-de-Poularies 
Taschereau 
Val-D'Or 
Ville-Marie 
Waskaganish 
Waswanipi 
Wemindji 
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TCI – Quebec 
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 TCI LFR 24-14, Quebec 

Mauricie ER (excluding Trois-Rivières CMA), Capitale-Nationale ER and Chaudière  
– Appalaches ER 

 Armagh 
Batiscan 
Cap St-Ignace 
Donnacona 
Frampton 
Lac-aux-Sables 
L'Islet 
Montmagny 
Neuville 
Pont-Rouge 
Portneuf 
Rivière-à-Pierre 
St-Adelphe 
St-Agapit 
St-Anselme 

St-Antoine-de-Tilly 
St-Apollinaire 
St-Augustin-de-Desmaures
St-Basile 
St-Bernard 
St-Casimir 
St-Charles 
St-Côme 
St-Damien 
St-Édouard-de-Lotbinière
St-Flavien 
St-François-de-Montmagny
St-Gédéon 
St-Georges-de-Beauce 
St-Henri-de-Lévis 

St-Jean-Port-Joli 
St-Joseph 
St-Lambert-de-Lauzon 
St-Malachie 
St-Marc-des-Carrières 
St-Martin St-Michel  
St-Pamphile  
St-Patrice 
St-Paul-de-Montminy 
St-Prosper 
St-Raphaël 
St-Raymond 
St-Roch-des-Aulnaies 
St-Stanislas 
St-Théophile 

St-Tite 
St-Ubalde 
Ste-Agathe  
Ste-Anne-de-la-Pérade 
Ste-Claire 
Ste-Croix 
Ste-Hénédine 
Ste-Marie  
Ste-Perpétue 
Ste-Thècle 
Val-Alain 
Vallée-Jonction 

 TCI LFR 24-15, Quebec 
Bas-Saint-Laurent ER 

 Amqui 
Baie-des-Sables 
Bic 
Causapscal 
Esprit-Saint 
Lac-au-Saumon 

Les Boules 
Les Méchins 
Luceville 
Matane  
Mont-Joli 
Rimouski 

Sayabec 
St-Fabien 
St-Gabriel 
St-Léon-le-Grand 
St-Moïse  
St-René-de-Matane 

St-Simon 
St-Ulric 
Ste-Blandine 
Ste-Félicité 
Val-Brillant 

 TCI LFR 24-16, Quebec 
Côte-Nord ER and Gaspésie – Îles-de-la-Madeleine ER 

 Baie-Comeau 
Baie-des-Moutons 
Baie-Johan-Beetz 
Baie-Trinité 
Barachois 
Bonaventure 
Bonne Espérance 
Cap Chat 
Cap-des-Rosiers  
Caplan 
Carleton 
Chandler 
Chevery 
Chûte-aux-Outardes 

Clarke City 
Cloridorme 
Colombier 
Forestville 
Gaspé 
Godbout 
Grande-Rivière 
Grande-Vallée 
Harrington Harbour 
Hauterive 
Havre Saint-Pierre 
La Martre 
La Romaine 
Lourdes-de-Blanc-Sablon

Manic 5 
Maria 
Matapédia 
Moisie 
Mont-Louis 
Murdochville 
Natashquan 
New Carlisle 
Newport 
New Richmond 
Nouvelle 
Pentecôte 
Percé 
Pointe-à-la-Croix 

Port-Cartier  
Port-Daniel 
Port-Menier 
Rivière-au-Renard 
Rivière-au-Tonnerre  
Rivière St-Jean 
St-Alexis-de-Matapédia 
St-Augustin (Duplessis) 
St-Lambert  
Ste-Anne-des-Monts 
Sept-Îles 
Tête-à-la-Baleine 
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TCI – Alberta 
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 TCI LFR 48-01, Alberta 

Edmonton ER 

 Alder Flats 
Ardrossan 
Beaumont 
Bon Accord 
Breton 
Calmar 
Devon 
Drayton Valley 
Edmonton International 
  Airport 

Edmonton 
Fort Saskatchewan 
Gibbons 
Keephills 
Leduc 
Legal 
Lodgepole 
Ma-Me-O-Beach  
Millet 

Morinville  
Mulhurst 
Namao 
New Sarepta 
Nisku 
Onoway 
Redwater 
Seba Beach 
Sherwood Park 

Spruce Grove  
St. Albert  
Stony Plain 
Thorsby 
Tomahawk 
Wabamun 
Warburg 
Wetaskiwin 
Winfield 

 TCI LFR 48-02, Alberta 
Calgary ER 

 Airdrie 
Beiseker 
Blackie 
Bragg Creek  
Calgary 

Carstairs 
Cayley 
Cochrane 
Cremona 
Crossfield 

Didsbury 
High River 
Irricana 
Langdon 
Longview 

Okotoks 
Olds 
Sundre 
Turner Valley 

 TCI LFR 48-03, Alberta 
Red Deer ER and Banff – Jasper – Rocky Mountain House ER 

 Alix 
Banff 
Bentley 
Blackfalds 
Bowden 
Cadomin 
Canmore  
Caroline 
Clive 
Crowsnest Pass 
Delburne 

Eckville 
Edson 
Elnora 
Evansburg 
Exshaw 
Hinton 
Hobbema 
Innisfail 
Jasper  
Jasper East 
Kananaskis 

Lacombe 
Lake Louise 
Leslieville 
Marlboro 
Mirror 
Morley 
Ninton Junction 
Nordegg 
Peers 
Penhold 
Ponoka 

Red Deer 
Rimbey 
Robb 
Rocky Mountain House 
Saskatchewan River 
  Crossing 
Spruce View 
Sunchild O'Chiese 
Sylvan Lake 
Wildwood 

 TCI LFR 48-04, Alberta 
Wood Buffalo – Cold Lake ER 

 Anzac 
Ashmont 
Bonnyville 
Chipewyan Lake  
Cold Lake 

Conklin 
Elk Point 
Fort Chipewyan 
Fort MacKay 
Fort McMurray 

Glendon 
Grand Centre 
Heinsburg 
Lac La Biche 
Plamondon 

St. Paul 
Smoky Lake 
Vilna 
Warspite 
Waskatenau 
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 TCI LFR 48-05, Alberta 
Athabasca – Grande Prairie – Peace River ER 

 Alberta Beach 
Assumption 
Athabasca 
Barrhead 
Bear Canyon 
Beaverlodge 
Berwyn 
Blue Ridge 
Bonanza 
Boyle 
Brownvale 
Calling Lake 
Clairmont 
Clyde 
Debolt 
Dixonville 
Donnelly  
Eaglesham 
Fairview 
Falher 

Faust 
Flatbush 
Fort Assiniboine 
Fort Vermilion 
Fox Creek 
Fox Lake 
Gift Lake 
Girouxville 
Grande Cache 
Grande Prairie 
Grassland 
Grimshaw 
Grouard 
High Level  
High Prairie 
Hines Creek  
Hythe 
Jarvie  
Jenner 

Joussard  
Keg River 
Kinuso 
La Crête 
Little Buffalo Lake 
Manning 
Mayerthorpe 
McLennan 
Meander River 
Nampa 
Newbrook 
Peace River 
Peerless Lake 
Radway 
Rainbow Lake 
Red Earth 
Rochester 
Rycroft  
Sangudo 

Sexsmith 
Silver Valley  
Slave Lake 
Smith 
Spirit River 
Swan Hills 
Thorhild  
Valleyview 
Wabasca 
Wandering River 
Wanham 
Wembley 
Westlock 
Whitecourt 
Whitelaw 
Widewater 
Woking 
Worsley 
Zama 

 TCI LFR 48-06, Alberta 
Lethbridge – Medicine Hat ER  

 Barons 
Bassano 
Bow Island 
Brocket 
Brooks 
Burdett 
Cardston 
Claresholm 
Coaldale 
Coutts 
Cowley 
Duchess 
Elkwater 

Enchant 
Etzikom 
Foremost 
Fort Macleod 
Glenwood 
Granum 
Grassy Lake 
Hays 
Hilda 
Iron Springs 
Irvin 
Lethbridge 

Magrath  
Manyberries 
Medicine Hat 
Milk River 
Nanton 
New Dayton 
Nobleford 
Picture Butte 
Pincher Creek 
Ralston 
Raymond 
Rolling Hills 

Schuler  
Seven Persons  
Standoff 
Stavely 
Stirling 
Taber 
Tilley 
Vauxhall 
Walsh 
Warner 
Waterton Park 
Wrentham 
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 TCI LFR 48-07, Alberta 
Camrose – Drumheller ER 

 Acadia Valley 
Acme 
Alliance 
Altario 
Andrew 
Arrowwood 
Bashaw 
Bawlf 
Big Valley 
Bindloss 
Bruderheim 
Byemore 
Camrose 
Carbon 
Carmangay 
Castor 
Cereal 
Cessford 
Champion 
Chauvin 
Chipman 
Consort 
Coronation 
Craigmyle 

Czar 
Daysland 
Delia 
Derwent 
Donalda 
Drumheller 
East Coulee 
Edgerton 
Empress 
Ferintosh 
Forestburg 
Gadsby 
Galahad 
Gleichen 
Hairy Hill 
Halkirk 
Hanna 
Hardisty 
Hay Lakes 
Heisler 
Holden 
Hughenden 
Hussar 
Innisfree 

Irma 
Islay 
Jean d'Or Prairie 
Killam 
Kitscoty 
Lamont 
Lavoy 
Lloydminster 
Lomond 
Lougheed 
Mannville 
Marwayne 
Milo 
Minburn 
Morin 
Mundare 
Myrnam 
New Norway 
Oyen 
Paradise Valley 
Provost 
Rockyford 
Rosalind 

Rosebud  
Rumsey 
Ryley 
Sedgewick 
Sibbald 
St. Michael 
Standard 
Stettler 
Strathmore 
Strome 
Three Hills 
Tofield 
Torrington 
Trochu 
Two Hills 
Vegreville 
Vermillion 
Veteran 
Viking 
Vulcan 
Wainwright 
Willingdon 
Youngstown 

 



Appendix A 
Page 36 of 39 

 

 

TCI – British Columbia 
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 TCI LFR 59-01, British Columbia 

Victoria CMA 

 Jordan River Saanich Sooke Victoria 

 TCI LFR 59-02, British Columbia 
Vancouver Island and Coast ER (excluding Victoria CMA) 

 Ahousat 
Alert Bay 
Bamfield 
Beaver Cove 
Bella Bella 
Bella Coola 
Black Point 
Bowser 
Campbell River 
Cedar  
Chemainus 
Cobble Hill 
Comox 
Cortes Island 
Courtenay 

Cumberland 
Duncan 
Elkford 
Fulford Harbour 
Gabriola Island 
Ganges 
Gold River 
Gulf Islands 
Hagensborg 
Holberg 
Kyuquot 
Ladysmith 
Lake Cowichan 
Lantzville 

Lasqueti Island  
Nanaimo 
Nanoose 
Ocean Falls 
Oyster Bay 
Parksville 
Pender Island 
Port Alberni 
Port Alice 
Port Hardy 
Port McNeill 
Port Renfrew 
Powell River 
Quadra Island 

Qualicum  
Sayward  
Sointula 
Tahsis 
Tofino 
Ucluelet 
Van Anda 
Wellington 
Westview 
Willow Point 
Winter Harbour 
Woss Lake 
Youbou 
Zeballos 

 TCI LFR 59-03, British Columbia 
Vancouver CMA 

 Aldergrove 
Bowen Island 
Cloverdale 
Fort Langley  
Haney 

Ladner 
Langley 
New Westminster 
Newton 
North Vancouver 

Pitt Meadows 
Port Coquitlam 
Port Moody 
Richmond 
Vancouver 

West Vancouver 
Whalley 
White Rock 
Whonnock 

 TCI LFR 59-04, British Columbia 
Abbotsford CMA 

 Abbotsford Mission   

 TCI LFR 59-05, British Columbia 
Lower Mainland – Southwest ER (excluding Vancouver CMA and Abbotsford CMA) 

 Agassiz 
Boston Bar 
Britannia Beach 
Chilliwack  
D'Arcy 
Gibsons 

Gold Bridge 
Hemlock Valley 
Hope 
Lillooet 
Pemberton 
Pender Harbour 

Port Mellon 
Rosedale 
Sardis 
Sechelt 
Shalalth 

Squamish  
Union Bay  
Whistler 
Yale 
Yarrow 
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 TCI LFR 59-06, British Columbia 
Thompson – Okanagan ER (excluding Kelowna CMA) 

 70 Mile House 
Armstrong 
Ashcroft 
Aspen Park 
Avola 
Barrière 
Blue River 
Cache Creek 
Celista 
Chase 
Clearwater 
Clinton 
Dallas 

Donald 
Enderby  
Falkland 
Field 
Golden 
Hedley 
Keremeos 
Lac la Hache 
Little Fort 
Logan Lake 
Lumby 
Lytton 
Manning Park 

Merritt 
Mica Creek  
Naramata 
North Kamloops 
Okanagan Falls 
Oliver 
Osoyoos 
Parson 
Penticton 
Princeton 
Pritchard 
Revelstoke 

Salmon Arm  
Savona 
Sicamous 
Sorrento 
South Kamloops 
Spences Bridge  
Summerland 
Tappen 
Vavenby 
Vernon 
Westsyde 
Westwold 

 TCI LFR 59-07, British Columbia 
Kootenay ER 

 Balfour 
Beaverdell 
Boswell 
Canal Flats 
Castlegar 
Christina Lake 
Cranbrook 
Crawford Bay 
Creston 
Douglas Lake 
Duncan Lake 
Elko 

Fairmont 
Fauquier 
Fernie 
Fruitvale 
Genelle 
Grand Forks 
Grasmere 
Greenwood 
Invermere 
Jaffray 
Kaslo 
Kimberley 

Midway 
Moyie 
Nakusp 
Nelson 
New Denver 
North Nelson 
Radium 
Riondel 
Rock Creek 
Rossland 
Salmo 

Skookumchuck  
Slocan 
South Slocan 
Sparwood 
Spillimacheen 
Thrums 
Trail 
Trout Lake 
Vallican 
Wynndel 
Yahk 

 TCI LFR 59-08, British Columbia 
Cariboo ER 

 100 Mile House 
108 Mile House 
150 Mile House 
Alexis Creek 
Alkali Lake 
Bear Lake 
Beaver Valley  
Bouchie Lake 
Bridge Lake 
Chief Lake 
Chilako 

Dragon Lake 
Dunster 
Forest Grove 
Giscome 
Hansard 
Hartway 
Hendrix Lake 
Hixon 
Horsefly 
Likely  
Loos 

Mackenzie 
McBride 
McLeese Lake 
McLeod Lake 
Nimpo Lake 
Pineview 
Prince George 
Puntzi 
Quesnel 
Red Rock 

Riske Creek  
Salmon Valley 
Summit Lake  
Tachie 
Tatla Lake 
Valemount 
Vanway 
Wells 
Wildwood 
Williams Lake 
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 TCI LFR 59-09, British Columbia 
North Coast ER, Nechako ER and Northeast ER 

 Aiyansh 
Atlin 
Burns Lake 
Chetwynd 
Cluculz Lake 
Dawson Creek 
Decker Lake 
East Pine  
Flatrock 
Fort Fraser 
Fort St. James 
Fort St. John 
François Lake 

Fraser Lake 
Granisle 
Grassy Plains 
Greenville 
Hartley Bay 
Hazelton 
Houston 
Hudson's Hope 
Kemano 
Kincolith 
Kitimat 
Kitkatla 

Kitsault 
Kitwanga 
Klemtu 
Lakelse 
Masset 
Montney 
Port Clements 
Port Edward 
Port Simpson 
Pouce Coupe 
Prespatou 
Queen Charlotte 

Rolla 
Sandspit 
Smithers 
Stewart 
Taylor 
Telkwa 
Terrace 
Topley 
Tsay Keh Dene 
Tumbler Ridge 
Vanderhoof 
Willowbrook 

 TCI LFR 59-10, British Columbia 
Kelowna CMA 

 Kelowna 
Lakeview Heights 

Okanagan Mission 
Oyama 

Peachland 
Ruthland 

Westbank 
Winfield 
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 Listed below are the 14 competitor Q of S indicators that are used in the calculation of the RRP, 
as defined in Decision 2005-20. 

 Competitor Q of S indicators 

 Indicators Title Standard 

 Indicator 1.8 New Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.9 Migrated Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Service Intervals Met 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.10 LNP Order (Standalone) Service Interval Met 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.10A LNP Order (Standalone) Late Completions 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.11 Competitor Interconnection Trunk Order Service Interval Met 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.11A Interconnection Trunk Order Late Completions 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.12 Local Service Requests, Confirmed Due Dates Met 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.13 Unbundled Type A and B Loop Order Late Completions 90% or more  

 Indicator 1.19 Confirmed Due Dates Met - CDN Services and Type C Loops 90% or more 

 Indicator 1.19A CDN Services and Type C Loops - Late Completion 90% or more 

 Indicator 2.7 Competitor Out-of-Service Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 hours 80% or more  

 Indicator 2.7A Competitor Out-of-Service Trouble Report Late Clearances 90% or more 

 Indicator 2.9 Competitor Degraded Trouble Reports Cleared within 48 hours 90% or more 

 Indicator 2.10 Mean Time To Repair (MTTR) - CDN Services and Type C Loops 4 hours or less 
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LEC obligations maintained on ILECs 

The Commission notes that the following obligations will apply to all ILECs in forborne markets: 

• provide wireless service provider interconnection and equal access to 
inter-exchange service providers; 

• provide reciprocal interconnection, bill and keep arrangements, and a POI; 

• implement LNP as approved by the Commission; 

• connect the caller with the appropriate emergency centre for 9-1-1 call direction 
and provide Automatic Location Identification information for E9-1-1 to be 
passed to the emergency centre where available; 

• provide MRS; 

• pay contribution based on a percentage of their Canadian telecommunication 
services revenues, subject to certain exceptions and less certain deductions. LECs 
are eligible to receive benefits from the contribution regime on a per-NAS basis; 

• satisfy all existing and future regulatory requirements designed to protect 
customer privacy. These include the following: (1) delivery of the privacy 
indicator when invoked by an end-customer; (2) provision of automated universal 
per-call blocking of calling line identification; (3) provision of per line call 
display blocking to qualified end-customers; (4) disallowance of Call Return to a 
blocked number; (5) enforcement of the Commission's restrictions on Automatic 
Dialing-Announcing Devices, Automatic Dialing Devices, and unsolicited 
facsimiles; and (6) provision of universal Call Trace; 

• comply with the Commission's rules regarding the confidentiality of 
customer information; 

• provide, upon request, the following information: 

(1) LCA boundaries; 

(2) details of all service options, with applicable prices; 

(3) details of all potentially applicable service charges; 

(4) policy on access to enhanced service providers; 

(5) available special needs services; and 

(6) information respecting privacy, including the company's responsibilities with 
regard to protecting the confidentiality of customer records; 
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• provide to customers the following information, prior to contracting for service: 

(1) billing frequency and payment policy; 

(2) disconnection policy; 

(3) security deposit policy; 

(4) policy on directories; 

(5) the name and address of the company providing service to the customer; 

(6) a toll-free telephone number from which the customer can obtain further 
information or lodge a complaint; 

(7) billing date; 

(8) due date for payment; 

(9) interest rate applicable to late payments; 

(10) information with respect to access to 9-1-1 service and MRS, including 
customer charges, if any; and 

(11) information with respect to safety and privacy protection; 

• provide to subscribers, upon request, billing statements in Braille, large print, on 
computer diskette, or in any other alternative format mutually agreed upon 
between the LEC and the subscriber; 

• provide to subscribers, upon request, bill inserts informing them about new 
services or changes in rates for existing services, and any bill inserts mandated 
from time to time by the Commission, in Braille, large print, on computer 
diskette, or in any other alternative format mutually agreed upon between the 
LEC and the subscriber; 

• provide to visually-impaired subscribers an insert in Braille advising such 
subscribers of the availability, upon request, of billing statements and bill inserts 
in alternative formats; 
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• as a condition of providing telecommunications service in an MDU, LECs are 
required (1) to ensure that LECs serving end-users in a MDU have access to 
end-users in that MDU on a timely basis, by means of resale, leased facilities or 
their own facilities, at their choice, under reasonable terms and conditions; (2) to 
disclose on their website all terms and conditions, including fees, of any written 
access agreement concluded with the building owner of that MDU within 30 days 
of having reached or amended the agreement; (3) to disclose on its website, all 
terms and conditions, including fees, of any unwritten access agreement concluded 
with the building owner of that MDU, within 30 days of having received a request 
from any other LEC operating in the same area; (4) to disclose on its website all 
terms and conditions, including fees, of any written access agreement concluded 
with the building owner for the installation of telecommunications facilities during 
the construction of that MDU, within 10 days of having reached such an 
agreement; (5) to provide notice, on its website, of any unwritten access agreement 
concluded with the building owner for the installation of telecommunications 
facilities during the construction of that MDU, within 10 days of having reached 
such an agreement and to disclose on its website all terms and conditions, 
including fees, of such an agreement, within 10 days of having received a request 
from any other LEC operating in the same area; 

• provision of 9-1-1/E9-1-1 service by LECs offering fixed local VoIP services, 
where the end-user is assigned an NPA-NXX native to any of the local exchanges 
within the region covered by the customer's serving public safety answering point 
(PSAP), to provide 9-1-1/E9-1-1 service; 

• inclusion by all LECs, as a condition of providing telecommunications services to 
local VoIP service providers, in their service contracts or other arrangements with 
these service providers, the requirement that the latter provide, with their fixed 
local VoIP services, 9-1-1/E9-1-1 in accordance with the Commission's 
specifications; 

• provision of 9-1-1 service by all LECs supporting nomadic local VoIP services or 
fixed/non-native local VoIP services, including ensuring that a 9-1-1 call 
originating from a local VoIP service is not routed to a PSAP that does not serve 
the geographic location from which the call is placed; 

• inclusion by all LECs, as a condition of providing telecommunications services to 
local VoIP service providers, in their service contracts or other arrangements with 
these service providers, the requirement that the latter provide, with their nomadic 
local VoIP services or fixed/non-native local VoIP services, 9-1-1 service in 
accordance with the Commission's specifications; 
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• provision of initial customer notification to customers of local VoIP service, 
regarding any limitations that may exist with respect to 9-1-1/E9-1-1 service, 
before service commencement;  

• notification to customers of local VoIP service, during service provision, of any 
limitations that may exist with respect to 9-1-1/E9-1-1 service;  

• receipt, prior to commencement of local VoIP service, of the customer's express 
consent, by which the customer acknowledges his/her understanding of the 
9-1-1/E9-1-1 service limitations; 

• ensure that information regarding limitations on 9-1-1/E9-1-1 service is accessible 
to persons with visual disabilities; 

• inclusion by all LECs, as a condition of providing telecommunications services to 
local VoIP service providers, in their service contracts or other arrangements with 
these service providers, the requirement that the latter abide by the Commission's 
directions on customer notification regarding the limitations on 9-1-1/E9-1-1 
service; 

• extension of the existing regulatory requirements designed to protect customer 
privacy apply to all local VoIP service providers, to the extent technically 
feasible; and 

• receipt, prior to the commencement of service, of the customer's express 
acknowledgement of the extent to which the customer privacy safeguards are not 
available with their local VoIP services, and inclusion in their service contracts or 
other arrangements with local VoIP service providers the requirement that these 
service providers obtain the customer's express acknowledgement of the extent to 
which privacy safeguards are not available with their local VoIP services. 

The Commission notes that by virtue of the underlying LECs' obligations, resellers of local 
exchange services are to meet the service requirements mandated by the Commission. 
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Application template for forbearance from the regulation of local exchange services 

An ILEC must file a single application for forbearance from the regulation of local exchange 
services for each relevant market and, to meet the minimum requirements, must include 
the following. 

Part A – Submission 

In part A, the ILEC must include its submission as to why it believes it is entitled to forbearance in 
the relevant market applied for (maximum 25 pages including footnotes). 

In part A, the ILEC must also include the following: 

Relevant market 

• The ILEC must identify whether the relevant product market is for residential or 
business local exchange services. 

• The ILEC must list the relevant tariff items and numbers from which forbearance 
is being sought, for example, general tariffs, current promotions, all bundles, 
customer specific arrangements, Special Facilities Tariffs, etc. 

• The ILEC must identify the relevant geographic market from the list of LFR 
included in Appendix A of this Decision using the unique four-digit LFR number 
and assigned name. 

Part B – Evidence 

In part B, the ILEC must include the following evidence (no page limit): 

1) Market share loss 

• TLWC for the relevant market (as calculated from the data published in the latest 
annual monitoring report); 

• local wireline connections for the ILEC by wire centre; and 

• ILEC market share loss calculated using the following formula: 

ILEC market share loss   =   TLWC – the ILEC local wireline connections 
       TLWC 

Local wireline connections is defined as the total of NAS and NAS-equivalents. 

A NAS is a wireline connection from the customer's location to the PSTN that includes (1) a 
telephone number, (2) a connection to the PSTN and (3) access from the customer's location to the 
service provider's office. This definition measures the total physical line connections. 
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A NAS-equivalent is also a wireline connection from the customer's location to the PSTN. It 
includes (1) a telephone number and (2) a connection to the PSTN; however, access from the 
customer's location to the service provider's office utilizes a broadband access. This definition 
measures the total primary telephone numbers in service counted in the exchange that is native to 
the primary telephone number. 

2) Competitor Q of S 

The ILEC must demonstrate that for each competitor operating in the ILEC's applicable territory, for 
each of the 14 Q of S indicators included in the competitor RRP identified in Decision 2005-20, the 
ratio of the sum of the "services provided within a specified interval" to the sum of "services 
due within that specified service interval" for the six-month period immediately prior to the date 
of the application is equal to or greater than the Commission-approved standard for each of 
those indicators. 

The supporting data must be submitted with the same detail and in the same format as it is submitted 
in quarterly reports as directed in Decision 2005-20. 

3) Access to OSS 

For Bell Canada and TCI, the ILEC must demonstrate that, prior to the date of the application, the 
provision of CLEC access to the ILEC's OSS as directed by the Commission in Decision 2005-14 
has been implemented. 

For Aliant Telecom, SaskTel, and MTS Allstream, the ILEC must demonstrate that, prior to the 
date of the application, where the Commission has approved an implementation plan, pursuant to 
Decision 2005-14, the provision of CLEC access to the ILEC's OSS has been implemented. 

4) Competitor Services tariffs 

The ILEC must demonstrate the following: 

• In the case of an application with respect to residential local exchange services, 
the ILEC has an approved Competitor Services tariff for bundled ADSL available 
over dry loops as well as in conjunction with PES. 

• In the case of an application with respect to business local exchange services, the 
ILEC has an approved Competitor Services tariff for bundled ADSL available 
over dry loops and in conjunction with PES as well as approved competitor 
Ethernet access and transport service tariffs. 

5) Rivalrous behaviour 

Demonstrate that both the ILEC and competitors offering local exchange services in the relevant 
market are acting in a rivalrous manner by providing evidence of rivalrous behaviour such as falling 
prices, vigorous and aggressive marketing activity, or an expanding scope of competitor activity in 
terms of products, services, or geographic boundaries, as well as evidence of rapid innovation in 
products, processes and technology. 
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Part C – Communications plan 

In part C, the ILEC must include a draft communications plan for Commission approval. The draft 
communications plan should include the following: 

• information for customers, to be provided through billing inserts, marketing 
material and customer service representatives, that local exchange services have 
been forborne and what that will mean for customers, that is, what changes, if 
any, will occur to local exchange services, consumer rights, etc.; 

• information on the ongoing availability of stand-alone PES at existing rates in the 
relevant market; and 

• contact information, such as phone and fax numbers and web addresses, of relevant 
bodies that can address customers' questions and concerns. This would include the 
Commission and other government bodies, for example, the Competition Bureau 
and the relevant provincial Consumer Affairs office, that have the responsibility to 
address individual consumer concerns. 

NOTE: 

• Information material provided in the communications plan should be clearly 
visible, readily accessible and written in a style that is simple and user-friendly. 
The language used should reflect the circumstances in which the notification is 
provided. Avoid unnecessary use of upper case letters, narrow spacing or 
anything else that may impede readability. Written material must be in 12 point 
font or larger. 
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Application template for removal of local exchange services winback rule 

An ILEC must file a single application for the removal of the local exchange services winback 
rule for each relevant market and, to meet the minimum requirements, must include the 
following information. 

Part A – Submission 

In part A, the ILEC must include its submission as to why it believes it is entitled to relief from 
the local exchange services winback rule in the relevant market applied for (maximum 20 pages 
including footnotes). 

Relevant market 

• The ILEC must identify whether the relevant product market is for residential or 
business local exchange services. 

• The ILEC must identify the relevant geographic market from the list of LFR 
included in Appendix A of this Decision using the unique four-digit LFR number 
and assigned name. 

Part B – Evidence 

In part B, the ILEC must include the following evidence (no page limit): 

1) Market share loss 

The ILEC must demonstrate that a market share loss of at least 20 percent for the relevant market 
has been reached by providing a spreadsheet with the most current market share data that includes 
the following information: 

• total local wireline connections (TLWC) for the relevant market (as calculated 
from the data published in the latest annual monitoring report); 

• local wireline connections for the ILEC by wire centre; and 

• ILEC market share loss calculated using the following formula: 

ILEC market share loss   =   TLWC – the ILEC local wireline connections 
       TLWC 

Local wireline connections is defined as the total of NAS and NAS-equivalents. 

A NAS is a wireline connection from the customer's location to the PSTN that includes 
(1) a telephone number, (2) a connection to the PSTN and (3) access from the customer's 
location to the service provider's office. This definition measures the total physical line connections. 
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A NAS-equivalent is also a wireline connection from the customer's location to the PSTN. It 
includes (1) a telephone number and (2) a connection to the PSTN; however, access from the 
customer's location to the service provider's office uses a broadband access. This definition 
measures the total primary telephone numbers in service counted in the exchange that is native to 
the primary telephone number. 

2) Competitor Q of S 

The ILEC must demonstrate that for each competitor operating in the ILEC's applicable territory, for 
each of the 14 Q of S indicators included in the competitor RRP identified in Decision 2005-20, the 
ratio of the sum of the "services provided within a specified interval" to the sum of the "services due 
within that specified service interval" for the three-month period immediately prior to the date of the 
application is equal to or greater than the Commission-approved standard for each of those 
indicators. 

The data must be submitted with the same detail and in the same format as it is submitted in 
quarterly reports as directed in Decision 2005-20. 

 


