I & I Conseil de la radiodiffusion et des  Canadian Radio-television and
télécommunications canadiennes  Telecommunications Commission

Access to Information and Privacy Office (ATIP) Our File
Ottawa, ON K1A ON2 A-2018-00027 /KL
JAN 3 12018

Mrs. Monica Auer
2658 Flannery Drive
Ottawa, ON K1V 8§M2

Dear Mrs. Auer:

This is in response to your request pursuant to the Access to Information Act (ATIA), received by
the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission (CRTC) on
December 19, 2018, for the following information:

“] am writing to you with respect to the matter of costs orders in telecommunications,
which the CRTC addressed in Revision of CRTC costs award practices and
procedures, Telecom Regulatory Policy 2010-963 (Ottawa, 23 December 2010).

Pursuant to sections 4(1) and 6 of Canada's Access to Information Act, R.S., 1985, c. a-
1, I am asking for copies of any research undertaken or commissioned by the CRTC
about the operation, implementation or effects of Telecom Regulatory Policy 2010-
963.”

We have now completed the processing of your request. Please find enclosed a copy of the
records. You will note that certain information has been withheld from disclosure pursuant to
sections 19(1), 21(1)(b) and 23 of the ATIA.

Please be advised that you are entitled to submit a complaint regarding the processing of this
request to the Office of the Information Commissioner of Canada, 30 Victoria Street, Gatineau
(Québec) K1A 1H3. The ATIA allows a complaint to be made within 60 days of the receipt of
this notice.

Should you have any questions, you may contact Karine Lacroix at 873-353-4591 or via e-mail at

Karine.lacroix@crtc.gc.ca.

Yours sincerely,

—€%§Hm.fj_z§gt_|§,tté
Access to Information and Privacy Coordinator

Enclosures: Pages 000001 to 000048, and relevant sections of the ATIA

Canada



Access to Information Act

19(1) PERSONAL INFORMATION
19. (1} Subject to subsection (2), the head of a government institution shall refuse to disclose any record

requested under this Act that contains personal information as defined in section 3 of the Privacy Act.

21(1)(b) CONSULTATIONS OR DELIBERATIONS
an account of consultations or deliberations in which directors, officers or employees of a government

institution, a minister of the Crown or the staff of a minister participate,

23 SOLICITOR-CLIENT PRIVILEGE INFORMATION
The head. of a government institution may refuse to disclose any record requested under this Act that

contains information that is subject to selicitor-client privilege.
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Applications for costs awards
and the Legal Sector:
background and recent developments

15 April 2015

What are costs awards?

— The Commission has the power to make awards to parties to Telecom proceedings for the
costs they incur for participation. This can include fees for lawyers or consuitants as well as
disbursementis, including the costs associated with travelling to appear at a public hearing,

— This powsr is found In the Telecom Act {s. 58). There ig no comparabie powar in the
Broadcasting Act {or any other statute for which the Commission is responsible—e.g.,
CASL). in Broadeasting matters, parties may apply to the Broadcasting Participation Fund
for costs. The BPF is an indapendent fund that was established by Bell, on the
Commission's onders, with tangible benafits from Bell's purchase of CTV,

«  What is the policy behirid awarding costs?

— The Commisslon's policy is o balance the gaals of {i) encouragmg parudpation' ints
proveedings by those who may not have the funds lo do 56 an thelr oivn, and (:i) unly
awarding costs to eligible parlies and only in reasonable amounta

*  Who may apply for costs?

— The Comrnission only awards cosls to applncants who '
to & better understandrng of the issues before the Com' s
proceedings respons;bty :
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Who pays costs?

- Costs applicants must Identify the parties to a proceading who they think should pay their
costs, Excep! in exlracrdinary circumstances, the payors will be telecommunications service
providarz. The Commission makes the ultimate determination.

How is the amount of costs determined?

~  Applicants submit a range of forms outlining their costs and attesting to their accuracy, Gosts
respondents (fhe parties the applicant befleves should pay) are able to chaliengs a paricular
amount clzimed, The Commission wilt award the amount that it determines to be reasonably
and necessarily incumed,

What is the procedure for awarding cosis?

- Thisis set outin the Rules of Practice and Procedure. An applicant may apply for costs -
during a procaeding, if it could not effectively participate without first receiving costs: .
Otherwise it will apply after the close of the recard, In-bioth casas the applicant wifl sybmit its
costs forms along with submissions démonstrating that it misets the eiighoiiity Eritedia and that
its glalmed costs are reasonable and necessary “Then| costs res' dents ana ngen the-

Opportumty to respond R"E‘%ﬁ;
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The Guidelines for the Assessment of Cosls in Telecor Regulatery Policy 2010-963
set out haw the Commission applies the costs eligibility criteria and the requirement
that awarded amounts must be *necessarily and reascnably incurred®,

For instance:
-+ unnecessartly lengihy or repetitive submissions, or those that address iimefevant issues will
nol be eligible for full costs, if any
= In general, only organizations may claim costs related to legat or consultant fees; individuals
may only clalm for disbursements
— an applicant must altest to whather It has receivad other financial assistence in connection
with its participation

Over the course of the last year, the Commission has published a number of costs.. - '
orders that expand on the costs requirements and the Guidelings (see next slide)

Telocom Order 2014-22¢0: |f applicant files a Parl 1 application that "raises no genuine
issug for the Commission's consideration” applicant is ineligibie for costs,

Telecom Order 2014-361: Because costs can be clzimed at a higher rate for “external®
lawyers and consultants {i.e., people nat employed by an applicant organization),

Commission requires that costs applacants demonstrate their independence from such
“extarnal” claimants.

Telecom Order 2014-433: Commissicn may consider cosls claimed by others in the same
proceading in order to datetmine an appropriate ranga for costs.

Telecom Ordar 2015-130: Costs applicant must show that higher “external” rates gre
reasonable and necessary by demonstrating (i} the need 1o hire someane from sulside its
organization and (il) that the person hired has speclalized knewledge of the subject mattar.
of the proceeding.

Telecom Order 2015-xxx (to be published late Aprit 2015): Commlss&c"' s
$1000 thresholt for cests respondents. In general, the mimmu
that a respandent will be apportlcned {s $1000. -

2018-12-21
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in CRTC telecom proceedings
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1. Telecommunications Act (the Act)
2. Rules of Practice and Procedure
3. Guidelines for the Assessment of Costs
a) Generalprinciples
4. Decision-making process
5. Common issues raised by costs respondents

8. Making modifications to the Com mission's costs award '
process

7. Appendix 1 - Issues examined in the fast rswew ofthe, -
costs award process L
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« Section 56 of the Act empowers the Commission
to award both interim and final costs incidental to
proceedings before it

« The Commission may.

N — fix the amount of the costs o |
—.order by whom costs aretobe paid .. .

. _~~iorder to-whom costs are to be paid
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+ The Commission’s costs award procedures .are set out in
sections 80-70 of the Rules of Procedure

» Filing a costs application:
— Parties must file an application for final costs within 30 days after

— Potential costs respendents! have 10 days to respond
— The applicant has 10 days to reply.

= An applicant must demonstrate that: o
— They {or a group they represent) have an mterest in the outcome
of the proceeding;
- They contributed to a'better: understandmg of the lssues and
- They participatedin a responmhle way E -7

1A costs respondent s a person agatnst whurn casts may be -awardad by th
Commission

the close of record ~ sk sane gl porlig fo il % Pm:iﬁ

!

Section 68(a) of the Rules of Procedure: “whether the applicant had, or was the
representative of a group or class of subscribers that had an interest in the outcome

of the proceeding”

Example of a recent Commission decision dealing with this requirement:
Compliance and Enforcement Order 2014-536

+ DiversityCanada applied for costs in the proceeding regarding permanent number

registration on the Do Not Call List.

« Staff sent a letter seeking clarification on the reifationship between the appiicant
(DiversityCanada) and the group on whose behalf it claimed to participate {the
National Pensioners Federation). In response, DiversityCanada provided a copy of an

agreement between itself and the NPF, describing the arrangement by which

DiversityCanada would represent the NPF before the Commission. The Commission

agreed that DiversityCanada met this requirement in the circumstances.

e

e an
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+  The Guidelines set out guidance and additional procedures regarding costs awards

« Issued in Telecom Regulatory Poliey 2010-883, following a public process in which } ) F “__Qa Lz P“CEST ak

the Commissien called for comments on the changes, if any, that should be made 1o

fts costs award practices and procedures - ” Hre fowse 7 ®/c ‘;e
»  Guidelines do not detract from or limlt the general discretion of the Commilssion - o W_gas Ew@ s 2o m
. . Ll
~  Guiding principles which ihe Guidefines are lnlended to implement; L
3. Costs awarded shab not exceed those rily and 1 by Inturmed by tha appﬂmn( n mmecﬁm K{@m “H@l ;@F‘
with its paridipation in the proceading _ : f
2. The costs assessment pracess shoud ba fak 1o alf padies concemed R Y fm z ) [T ) Mﬂ

.3 Themﬂsmmmmcmshoddbeemaantm:ﬂecﬂvnfmﬂnparﬁesammmef:mmmm
-4 Tnlheeﬁ-entpossm!e, ':msusamssmez!pmmsmwmupamwwﬂnm' rasult

afhar soarces inr!he pupEss of parkcipaling
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5.19(1)
5.21(1){b)

'principles

* As part of their applications, applicants are required to file datajled and
accurate accounts of the costs claimed, recorded on Commission-approved
formns

+ Fees billed o the applicant for services provided by claimants {e.g. lawyers,
anaiysts, expsrts);

-~ must ha basad on the allowable (dally or hourly) rates set cut in the Gulddlines - -
- must be based on time which is not excessive under the clrcumstarzes '

— differ based on whether the professional is safaried (provides inhouse service?s)"
ornot . '

Ability to dlalm fees: The Guidelines specify that individuals who participate on their own behalf will onfy be eligible for disbursements,
not faes,

Telecom Costs Qrder 2008-3

* An individual & ;
complaints under Unsolicited

+  The individual claimed to represent “97% of the people of Canada”, The Commission determined that ke was not able to claim fees;
it found that there was no evidence that the individual was paid a salary or a rate by a group, and his "primary motivation” for
participation in the proceeding was to express his own views, It determined that there was ne genwine consultant relationship
between the individual and any organization or group.

Si2pplied for costs in the proceeding to consider defegation of the Commission’s power to investigete -
elecomitunications Rules

Telecom Order 2013-520 .
*  DiversityCanada applied for costs in the Wireless Code proceeding; its application was approved, but the amount clsimed was
reduced {see next slide for rationale) .

*  The Commission noted additional considerations it may take into account in considering whether an applicant was inetigible for fees
{i.e, whether they participated as an individual}: the lega! form of the appiicant {i.e., incorporation, sale proprietorship, individuall,
and its relationship to the individual for whom tosts are being claiimed, and the nature of the operations of the =ppiicant {i.e., does it

-

have membership beyond the clatming individual, does It have known initiatives, Is it merely 5 consultancy?) =

Distinction between internal ang externa analystsfronsultants; The Guidelines state that “salaried” consultants are considered in-

house.

Telecom Order 2014-351 .
~  DiversityCanada applied for costs far its participatlon in the proceeding regarding 30-day notice requirements for service
cancelations; its appilcation wss approved

*  Inorder 1o evaluate the Independence of a consultant from 2 costs ¢laimant, Commission may consider the degree of control that
one person or entity has over another, including the following factors:

“whather ane entity owns the gther entity;
swhich entity pays the salary of the individual dong the work:
*whether the consuitant has any clients other than the costs applicant;

80000 09
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*whether the same Individual or a simflar grevp of individuals actively manage{s) the day-ta-day operations of both;
ang
*whether the censultant pays for the tools, equipment, and training of the person doing the work, as opposed to the
costs applicant.
= The Commission also noted that it expects applicants to demonstrate the independence of individuals for whom they clalm
external rates.

« In the circumstances, the Commission quastioned the independance of DiversityCanada’s consiltant, but determined that the
consuitant was independent from the National Pensioners’ Federation, on whose behalf DiversityCanada participated.

Telecom Crder 2015-130
*+  DiversityCanada applied for costs in the fact-finding proceeding on the role of payphones in the Canadian communications
system; the applicatlon was approved but the amount claimed was reduced {see next slide for rationale).

*+  The Commission noted that, going forward, it expects applicants claiming external rates to pravide evidence that {i) an’
external analyst is necessary and that (i) the external analyst has relévant expertise bearing on the subject matter of the
procaeding. If an applicant does not do s, the Commissfon may award casts at the internal rate.

Telecom Order 2015-332 _
*  DiversityCanada applied for costs for its participation in its own application to review and vary an earlier costs order; the
application was denled.

*+ TheCommission expanded on the types of evidence that an applicant might provide, including resumes of axternal analysts
or copiegsof professional certifications,

6
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s+ The Guidelines set out non-exhaustive factors which the Commission
generafly considers in evaluating whether a claimant has expended
excessive time

~ extent of the applicant's participation, degree of eomplexity of the lssues in the
proceading, and the amount of documentation inveived in the proteeding;

— degree of responsibility assumed by the claimant;

~ guplication of substantive submissions;

- experience and experlise of the clalmant; and

— fime claimed 2nd awarded In the proceeding or it ofher similar proceedings.. -

« Applicants can aiso claim disbursements for travel, accommodation, .
meals, photocopying, ete. _ oo T

Excessive Time: Recent Commission decisions

Telecom Order 2013-520

+  DiversityCanada's application for costs in the Wireless Code proceeding was approved, but reduced by
approximately 35%.

+  Time claimed was excessive given the narrow scope of the applicant’s submissions {considered against the wide
scape of the proceeding) and the experience of the consultant used (Le., significant experience ought to have
resulted in @ more economical use of time}.

Telgcom Order 2014-548
= PIAC application for costs In the proceeding regarding wireless calls to helplines was approved, reduced by 50%

+ Commission notes that tha eriterla set out in secilon 68 of the Rules are to be used not only to determine eligibifity for
an award of costs, but also ta determine the maximum percentage of costs that Is to be awarded {i.e., may bz used in
excessive tima analysis). In this case, the applicant had filed an application bringing an important issue to the
Commission’s attention, but had not provided critical information that would have been necessary for the Commission
1o fully adjudicate the issue

Telecorn Order 2014-559
+  PIAC's application for costs in the Mobile TV proceeding was approved, but reduced by 30%

+  The Commission reduced the time claimed as PIAC had file two simultaneous applications on essentfally the same
subject (Rogers’ and Videotren's mobile TV applications) and repeated similar submissions in & third application
{Klass’ application on Bel’s mobile TV application — all three had been combined into a single proceeding)

Telecomn Order 2035-130
«  DiverstiyCanada’s application for costs in the payphone fact-finding proceeding was approved, but reduced by 50%

« The time claimed was excessiva as it would result in the payment of fees “not commensurate with the contribution”
of the applicant to the record of the proceeding. The Commission also considared the proportionality of the fees
claimed vis-a-vis other costs applicants in the proceeding (specifically, Union des conscmmatetrs in 2015-129)

-
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» Costs are allocated among one or mote respordents

‘+ (Generally, the appropriate costs respondents are those parties that
had a significant interest in the outcome of the proceeding in guestion
and participated actively in that proceeding

» Costs can be aliocated acoordtng to:

an indicator of their relative size and interest in the proceeding), or
~ on some other basis depending on the proceeding at Issue

« The Guidelines set out a scale limiting the humber of costs

. respondents based on the amount of costs clatmed in-order to
reduce the admimstratlve burden .

= A[sn potenttai chsis resportdems who would pa

excluded (the Commission revised thi
2015-160)

~ each costs respondent's telacommunications. operating revenues ) ORS) {as__. '

Scale:

< $1,000 Maximum = 3 respondents

$1,000.01 to $10,000 = Maximum 6 respondents

$10,000.01 to 520,000 = Maximum 10 respondents

> $20,000 = Maximum 1 extra respandent for each additional $5,000 awarded

e PRI, sl
Chwtimatd St Rhat wn et da Uil bor Eaecs & [nfpemalion
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* Potential costs respondents can file answers (comments) in response to costs
applicafions. These commenis generally relate io:
— arguments that an applicant has claimed excessiva time
~ their views on who should be namad as costs raspandents and anhow costs should be
apperiioned among them
— concarns regarding an appleant's eligiblity for costs (loss fraquoently)

*  Ithas been argued that abbeating costs based on TORs s inequileble because companies. - |
with a range of telecom ravenues within their camporate structures (e.g. wlrellne and
wireless revenues) are allocated 2 greater proporiion of casts?

~ These argumanis ara considared in the context of sach fa, In ight of the nature
and te alfow all inlerestsd persona an opporunity ts commenton tham

» Review & Varies of cosis orders by costs respondents are rare; tha Cnmmission has only g
ever received 2 such applications ST o
e 'Braggﬂon#nmcahcms Inc. {2013}

REVIEW AND VARY APPLICATIONS

Telecom Order 2015-213

-Context; TCC argues Tt bears a disproportionate share of costs because its TORs includes wireless and wireline revenues (in
contrast to Bel's and Rogers’}. Costs in this case should be based on each respondent’s wireless revemies {or on fixed
perceritages).

- CRTC: References rationale from Order 2013-521

Telecom Order 2013-521

- Comtext: TCC and Videotron argue that costs should be allocated based on the specific revenues relating to the issues discussed
in the proceeding. (i.e. Since the proceeding related to the development of 2 wireless code of conduct, costs shouid be allocated
according to wireless revenues}

- - CRTC: Allocating costs on the basis of revenues related to the issues discussed in the proceeding would introduce significant
inafficlencies into the costs award process. It Is not always clear what classes of telecommunications revenue are related to which
issues in a given procaeding, and creating new issues to litigate with each set of costs applications would unacceptably slow the
costs award process. Further, allocation of costs by TORs does not base responsibifity for costs solely on the relative Interest of
cosc"cs raspondents in the outcome of a proceeding, but also on the relative size of costs respondents and their ability to absorb
said costs,

Telecom Decision 2023-235

- Corlztek:ft: 13&\! by Bragg — Request to base Its résponsibility for costs on the TORs of AmTelaecom and Peopla’sTel, rather than an
Eastlink’s S

- Eastlink and its two affiliates (AniTelecom and People’sTel) were traated as a single Integrated group —and treated differently
than the Belf companies {where Bell Canada and Bell Aliant’s TORs were excluded}

- CRTC: Bragg's R&V was allowed. No principled basls to have included Eastlink, as the proceeding Involved SILECs {of which
‘Eastlink is not ane), and the two affiliates are separate corporate entities registered as SILECs

Telecom Grder 2011324

- Context: Obligation to serve proceeding. TCC argues it bears a disproportionate share of costs, due to its corporate structure.
Total TORs of TSPs — including their affillates — should be considerad.

- CRTC: In the present circumstances, it is appropriate to-continue its usual practice of apportioning costs in propartion to the
TORs of only those partles that actively participated in the proceeding and had a significant interest in its outcome.

TOTAL NUMBER OF COSTS APPLICATIONS SINCE THE NEW GUIDELINES IN FORCE: 115
2011: 16 {beginning with Order 2011-252)
2012116
2013:23
2014:31
2(15:28
2016: 1 (as of 27 January 2016}
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+  Maln issues raised during the last review (2009) of the Commission’s costs awards process:

1. Bhauid (ha Commission modify #s eligitlily coleria for Zosts awards?
T+ The Commiexior deds nt sonsider il spproprinte to axpand ita stiphidity eitatia 1o mcluds non-profl induslry orgamastiony
= Riopsn o ths Commivsion |2 conslder delatmiastions on eigibiity of tha baginning of 4 procaeding when a party makes such &
st
Z - Shoudd the Commission adopt 2 pre-approved bedget procoss for eosts swands?
+  Baxed on aieday of coste ciaima kom 20052040, thera have bedn miativlly fing mzlercns in whizl axcea e coaka v :Imd
by cosls apaddints i
+  Aprkapoeowsd hdgu pracess sould ot be.an slectivnaay o prevert, mm:uuhmbnhnmmdnnmm i1
irkermatlan on meotd & the bagining of w proceediag on whichta bets & reasonsbis estimate of gonts
3. Shoud the Commission modify 4s clakm: review critada for'costs ewards? : .
« et o provida adeilona] quidence, the Cammé hnuphttuuaGwdn‘inqumMaﬂslafndﬁthdhﬂmkmay"

consiin whan nadeasing costs clairm k o
. Thn" hee dsd the Ceadelnes | k& costy apploant ludecim\ﬂmhsﬂ!tylmvcnmmmk
s i p 3 with 3 mlﬂvnnmﬂwwu

Should o Commission modify how B sliocatas payment of costs amoag poianﬁa! eosls raspnndsms?
. ﬂcgﬂwmumm#wmn sagerenis which srd inchuded in the calvatidl 3 "

&msﬁ_mwlwe Emding Iha pambay of costa, rapmdends dgpunﬂng mwmdhm:wmhm
mm&gugmmya pal.qrmt w- who woud by
o L

6. Isnmiew of the tles -s6t out 1n e Culdalifes namry ﬁtlhis!i;m?
i compiading mifance.en tha recond indicating tat thy ratks £2ied 7 the ttkdifnes moutd:hpv&\hmlhm The
Ceidabinpy sliow: it exmeins dixcation whan 2l sy mdut mnmm

+  Adldmant praciosng [ew mos now stiasl fo the ety
witch they s 8 membar, hmmqnntﬁg‘," 1
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snt Costs Orders
Costs ‘criteria and
ines -

Telecorn Costs Order 2008-3 —aShhy b clom {s (IM e of
Telecom Order2013-520 —"pC. syaswt bwe (sca®); abth fo cles
Telecom Order 2014-351 - BC :  wtowah fexftnk alysls . (m«.\wﬂ--

A&.spw‘*—‘ )

[ty

Complince and Enforcement Order CRTC 2014-536 - B¢ refoeinbtan L qmf- (provt rej;o{\,

Telecom Order 2014-548 ~ PIAC ¢ aqesswe At (lack o camal iv‘g,
Telecom Order 2014-559 - DiAC : ereedrt Qg ( Mm} e

Telecom Order 2015-130 . bC ¢ witneelfertoah (euding wpﬂl}; exesibe g ({,w{:as!wb-b)

Telecom Order 2015:132 - DE = w2t (exftanah frpes § exobo);
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Maloney, Megan

de Somma, Emilia
December-08-16 16:31 AM
Balkovec, Adam; Hanley, Amy
Maloney, Megan

RE: cost award

I had Megan do some digging a little whiie ago, when | had received a cail from!
what she found:
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i See for example; Telacom Costs Order CRTC 96-32, 1996; Telecorn Costs Order CRTC 24-2.
i sea for example: Telecom Costs Order CRTC 98-14,
W Telecom Regulatary Paticy CRTC 2010-963, Guidelines for the Assessment of Costs, 2010, at para 13.

¥ Ibid at para 5.

(I've cc’d Megan on this email chain).

Emilia

From; Balkovec, Adam

Sent: December-08-16 10:09 AM

To: Hanley, Amy <amy.hanley@cric.gc.ca>; de Somma, Emilia <emilia.desomma@cric.ge.ca>
Subject: RE: cost award

Do they want us to dig up specific examples?

From: Hanley, Amy

Sent: December-08-2016 10:05 AM

To: de Somma, Emilia <emilia.desomma@crtc.ge.ca>; Balkovec, Adam <Adam.Batkovec@cric.ge.ca>
Subject: FW: cost award

Any thoughts?

From: Castelino, Anne

Sent: December-08-16 9:51 AM

To: Hanley, Amy <amy.hantev@cric.ge.ca>
Subject: cost award

Anne Castelino

Conseil de la radiodiffusion et des téécommunications canadiennes (CRTC) / Gouvememant du Canada

anne.casielino@eric.qc.ca / T, : §18-638-3483
www.chc.gc.ca WSuivez-nous sur Twitter

Canadian Radic-television and Telecommunications Commission (CRTC) / Government of Canada
2
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anng.castelino@erte.qc.ca / Tek 819-839-3483
www.crte gc.ca W Follow us on Twitter

¥ gee far example: Telecom Costs Order CRTC 96-32, 1996; Telecom Costs Order CRTC 94-2.

(1 See for example: Telecom Costs Order CRTC 98-14,

Uil Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2010963, Guidelines for the Assessment of Costs, 2010, at para 13.
M 1bid at para 5.
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Telecom Order Costs applicant

Rmount -
received

Costs respondents

Amount per
respondent

Bell Canada et al {Bell, Allant & thelr [ 1,365.79
Frespectiva affliiates) 44.0%
TCC 27.0% § 840,55
RCI 24.0% & 747.16
MTS Alistream 0% $ 135,66
2013-253 : _
Bell Canada et al {Bell, Aliant & thalr 3 924.00
respective affiliatas) 44.0%
TcC 27.0% 5 567.00
R 24.0% § 504,00
] MTS Alistream 5.0% 3 105,00
2011-254
gell Canada et al. 41.0% 5 7,668.64
TCC 25.0% 5 4,676.00
RCI 220% 5 4,114.88
MTS Allstream 50% $ 635,20
SaskTel 10% 5 261,12
Videotron 2.0% § 374,08
Cogeco 1.0% § 187.04
Shaw 1.0% 5 187.04
2011-321
o 27.1% § 555,21
RCI 25.7% § 526,53
gell Canada 239% § 489,65
Ball Allant et al (NorthernTe, 8.4% § 172,10
Telebec) ' :
MTS Allstream 51% $ 104.49
Shaw 3.7% 5 75.80
Videotron 11% 8 63.51
SaskTel 3.0% $ 61.46
2021-321 g ;
TCC 27.1% § 1,409.20
[Rei 25.7% § 1,336.40
|Batl Canada 23.9% 3 1,242.80
Bell aliant et al {NorthernTel, 8.4% & 436.80
Telebec)
MTS5 Alistream 5i% & 265.20
Shaw % 8 152,40
Videatron 3.1% S 161.20
SaskTel 3.0% § 156.00
TCC 270% $ 1,364.32
R 25.7% % 1,293.84
Bell Canada 3.8% S 1LM3R
Bell Allant et af (NorthernTe!, 8.4% $ 422.8%
Telebac)
MTS Allstream 51% 5 256.75
Shaw 3.7% & 186.27
Videotron 3.1% % 156.07
SaskTel 30% 5 15103
Bell Canacta et al {Bell, Aliant, 355% % 1,690.70
Talebeg)
T 30.2% 5 1,438.28
R 28.5% 5 1,362.08
MTS Allstream 5.7% 5 27146
{2011-324
TCC 262% $  56,800.46
RCI 2489% % 5308212
Bell Canada 23.0% $ 49,863,00
Bell Aliant et al. B.1% $ 17,560.45
MTS Allstream 5.0% 5 10,839.78
Shaw 3.5% 5 7,804.54
SaskTel 30% 5 ,503.87
Videotron 0% § 5,503.87
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e e ey

2.21{1}{b}
Cogeco 1.1% 5 2,384,75
OTAetal 0.7% $ 1,517.57
Northwastel 0.5% $ 1,083.58
[EastLink 0.5% 5 1,083.08
Barratt o 0.4% § 650,39
ACTQ 0.1% § 216.80
2011471
Eastlink 100,0% 3 5,088.50
2011-504
Bell Canada et al {Bell, Aliant, KMTS, 37.8% 3 1,811.63
NorthernTel, SaskTel, Telebar)
TCC 29.1% $ 1,354.67
RCP 27.6% % 1,322.78
MTS Alistream 5.5% § 253,60
2011-505
Befl Canadz et 4. (Bell, Aliant, % 1,396,95
Telebes, and thelr respective
affiliates) 32.0%
TCEC 27.2% § 1,187.41
RCP 255% S 1,126.29
MTS Allstream 52% § 227.00
Shaw 3.7% 8 161.52
Videatron 3% 8 135.33
SaskTe! 30% $ 130,96
Bell Canada et al. {Bail, Allant, S 2,286.04
Telebec} A6.7%
TCC 41.2% % 2,016.81
MTS Allstraam 76% & 372.03
SaskTel 45% § 220,28
Bell compantes (Bell, Aliant) 0% 5 17,580.72
TCC 27.1% 5 15,881.25
RCP 27.0% § 15,822.65
MTS Allstream 5.0% 5 2,930.12
QM {on behalf of Videotron) 3.6% % 2,108.69
SaskTel 3.0% 5 1,758.07
Shaw 2.6% $ 1,523.66
Cageco 10% $ 586.02
Primus 0.7% 3 41022
2011-689 J-F Mezs] . 5 £669.96 N.B. Brnlted to
: : disbursements
Bell companles [Bell, Allant} 36.0% 5 241,18
IRCP 32.0% $ 214.39
TCC 30% 5 214.39
2011-590 latinder Bhudtar § 1,171.57 M.B. iimited to
disbursements
Bell companies {Bell, Allant) 160% 3 42137
REP 32.0% % 374.50
Tee 32.0% § 374.90
2011-786 1] n.b. CIPPIC on behalf
of ltselft and its cilent
Openiedia
Bell companies [Bell, Alfant) 30.0% 5 10,061.75
TCC 27.1% 5 9,089.12
RCP 27.0% 5 9,055,58
TS Allstream 5.0% § 1,676.956
QM (on behalf of Videotron) 3.6% 1,207.44,
SaskTel 1.0% 3 1,006.18
Shaw 2.5% $ B72.02
Cogeco 1.0% & 335.35
Prirnus 0.7% 5 234.77
f
Tota % 370,883.40 $  370,883.40 '
Applicant Kumber of [Respondent Anount
ACTQ 3 216.80
S 11684408
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J-F Mezel

669.96

1. Bhullar

117157 |

370,883.40

ik o e sl e Tictes & Pricemasid

1,083,598
117,928.05

18,403.26
1.517.57

544.99
91,783.59
10,711.15

¥plornet

10,548.98
11,003.36
437,809.57
- 650.39

Total

370,883.40
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Amaount,
receivid

Talecom Order  Costs applitant

Costs respandants

Percentage

Amount per
respondent

Harthwestel ONG0K 5 35,357.32
] ) o " Bell Aliant E.50% % 102146
Téldbec AD.50% § 237.16
TCC 29.30% 1,515.11
RCI 20.20% 1,509.54
Rall Canada 24.80% 1,2582.42
Bell Allant 7E0% % 3R7.83
TS Allstreanm SAD% § 179,24
OMIAdegtron 3.50% § 196.50
2012.235 ucG 3 RIS
Northwaeste| 100.00% § #,183.41
2012-328 World Broadband  § 710.68
Foundalion
Bell companies 36.00% § 55.84
RCP 32.00% & 227.42
TEC 12.00% 5 227,42
201.2-340
Bell Canada et al. {Ball, Aliant, $ 20,152.54
Talebec) 25.30%
TG 15.80% $ 17,745.24
Rl 5.80% § 17,745,24
MTS Allstraam 4.80% % 3,301.44
Shaw 3.50% % 1,682.42
Qb Videstron 3.40% 3 2,338.52
SaskTel 2804 5 1,925.84
Logeco 1.20% 3 82536
CC8A 100% & 6B7.80
CHOC 1.00% 5 537,80
ITF 160% 5 6E7.80
TN |
TCE 3a00% $ 7,189.45
RCP 3270% 5 6,014.59
Sell Mobllity 18.90% 5 3,99651
MTS Allstream 5.00% 5 1,247 59
QniIdeotran 4.80% S 1,026.13
SaskTe] 3.60% 5 761,24
2012-554
TCC 31.00% $ 2,938.25
RCP 28.70% S 2,815.03
Ball Canada 24.50% 5 2,322,165
BATS Allstream 5.00% & 51182
Shaw 500% $ 473,81
aMIfvideotron 440% 5 417.04
T FLO0% 5 1,567.20
REP 25.70% § 1,520.64
Bell Canada 24.50% & 1,254.40
FATS Altstream 5.40% § 276.48
Shaw 5.00% & 156,00
AMIVIdenton 4.40% § 225.28

n.b. anly
disbursaments

TBayTel
ITPA

|MarthermTel

ACTQ

DM
KATS

2012-572

2012.575

Beli Canada {Bell, Allant)

100.00% 5

7,059,658

Peuple’sTel

TBayTel
1TRA
HarthernTat
ACTD

jAamtalecam

EMTS
Papple'sTat

A410%

25.00%
20.67%
10.65%
5.35%
2.97%
117%

34.10%
25.00%
2067%
10.66%
5359%
297%
1.17%

46888
343,75
28431
146,99
74.11
40,84
16.09

WA W U 0

§ 1,536.42
% 1,12619

‘$ 93113

§ 48156
§ 24281
$ 13379
s 5m
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Belf Canada et al. |Bell, Aliant,

°G m
L R T Y b ‘f“m@

199,054.97 | 16 ]

] 5,107.29
Telebet] 28.50%
TEC 750K § 4,328.08
RO 26.50% 5 4, 145,88
MTS Allstream 4.50% $ 860.17
il videgiron 3.90% § 6OE.R9
SaskTet 250% & 519,69
Shaw 280% § 561.77
CHOT 2.00% 5 35841
L10% § 157.12
Hell Canads et al. {Bell, Altant, H 1,585.30
Telebac) 30.30%
TEC a0 § 1,542.65
ile] BACK S 1,478.47
MTS Alistream 5.10% § 268.52
Qi Videotron 4.10% % 215.87
SaskTe] 3108 % 163.22
Befl companies {Bell, Allant 47.00% % 1,376.30
T 45008 § 1,892.20
MYS Allstream B00% § 33639
oz
: TS Allstream 10000% 5 2,520.55
Yotal 5 19908497 ) 199,054.38
Respandant Amaunt
AT 62455

Amitelerom

316.92
43,415.21

1,215.34

CLSA GE7.80
LHOC 1,G46.21
Cogeco 1,022,423

687,20

36,061.20

Peopie's Tel

.

E 961
aMI,NEdeotrnn E 512823

139,054.38
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Telacom Order Costs applicant Amount LCosts respandents
received

2013-119

Percentage

Amount per
respondent

" Bell Canada et a) (Bell, Aliant,

o ) Telebec) 100.0% & | 3,232.50
zor3azs [
TBayTel 34.0% 5 95417
OTA member companles 25.0% 8 701.60
NorthernTe! 20.7% $ 580.92
ALTQ member comp 10.7% $ 300.28
Amteiecom 5.4% 5 151,54
KiTS 3.0% $ 84.19
Peopia'sTel 1.2% % 23.68
Northwestel 100.0% § 22,058.15
PSR |
leefiriste! 100.0% § 1,845.27
zois3z IR
Bell Canada et al {Bell, Aliant, 100.0% 3 15,213.74
Telebec}
2013-520 3
Bel! Canada =t al {Bell, Altant, 39.6% § 18,776.33
Telebec)
TCL/STC 24.5% § 11,616.67
RCP: 23.6% § 11,189.93
MTS Allstream: 43% § 2.038.84
OMifVidéotron: 3.5% 8 1,659.52
Sasktel 246% § 1,232.75
Eastlink: 0.8% S 37532
Globalive 0.7% 5 33190
Public Mobile 0.2% 5 94,83
Mobiliclty 0.2% $ 94.83
2013-521 £CC 5 £52,582.74
Bell Canada et al {Beli, Allant, 39.6% S 24,782.77
Telehec)
TCC/STC 24.5% 5 15,332.77
RCP: 23.6% & 14,769.53
TS Allstream: 4.3% $ 2,691.06
amlfvidsotron: 3.5% 5 2,180.40
Sasktel Z.6% & 1,627.15
EastLink: 0.8% § S0{.66
Globallve 0.7% & 438,08
Public Mobfle 0,2% 5 125.17
Mabilicity 03% % 12517
2013-522 i
Bell Canada et at {Bell, Aliant, 39.6% % 9,915.52
Telebec}
TCLAATE 24.5% S 0,134.60
RCP: 23.6% 5 5,908.25
TS Allstream: 4.3% % 1,076,689
aMIAVIdéotron: 3.5% 5 E76.37
Sasktel 2.6% 5 651.02
Eastlink: 0.8% 3§ 200,31
Globalive 0.7% 5 17527
Public Mobile 0.2% 5 50.08
obilicity 0.2% 5 50.08
2013-523 _
Betl Canada et al {Beli, Aliant, 396% § 19,406.42
Taleber)
TCC/STE 24.5% 5 12,006.50
RCP: 23.6% § 11,565.44
MTS Allstream: 4.3% § 2,107.26
OmifVidéotron: 15% § 1,715.21
Sasktel 26% & 1,274.16
Eastlink: 0.8% 5 39205
Globaliva 0% 5 343.04
Public Mobile B.2% S 93.01
Mobilictty 0.2% & 43.01
2013-524 J-F Mezei 5 658.84
Ball Canada 44.8% & 295.18

n.b. dishursemants
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TCC Bi% 5 185.13
RCP: 27.1% 5 17855
201.3-525
Bell Canada et ai [Bell, Aliant, i0.6% § 16,453.68
Talebac)
TCC/STC 245% & 16,366.54
RLCP: 23.6% & 15,765.32
MTS Aflstream: 43% § 2,872,50
QAmtVideotron: 3.5% § 2,338.08
Sasktel 26% & 1,736.86
EmstLink: 0.8% $ 534.42
Globalive 0% 5 467.62
Public Mabile 0.2% § 133.60
_ Mabillcity 0.2% $ 133.60
2013-526
Bel| Canada et al {Bell, Aliant, 20.6% § 45,785.37
Telabec)
TCC/STC 24.5% $ 28,945.42
RCP; 23.6% § 27,882.19
MTS Allstrearn: 43% 8 5,080.23
amifvidéotron: 3.5% 4 4,135.07
Sasktal 2.6% 5 307177
Eastlink: 0.8% 5 945,18
Glaballve 07% § 827.01
public Moblle 0.2% $ 236,29
MobHicity 0.2% § 236.29
2013-569 £ee S 71,174.93
Ball Canada et al.: {Bell, Aliant, & 8,338.69
Expressvu, Media, Mobility, NWTel,
Telebec} 39.38%
T 24.72% § 5,234.44
REP: 23.78% S 5,035.40
MTS Allstream: 4.31% 5 912,64
QM Vidéotron: 3.52% % 745,36
Shaw: 251% § 531.49
Cogeco: 0.96% $ 203.28
Eastlirk: 0.82% $ 173.63
2013-67% .
Naorthwestel 100.0% $ 91,766.06
2113-724 5
100.0% § 855.00
2013-725
100.0% § 235.00
S
QM vidéatron: 100.00% $ $,233.77
[2013-727 102,50
TCC - 100.00% 5 1,402.50
2013-728 L 1,402/50:
RCP 100.0% $ 1,402.50
2013-723 apg LT
CMIYidéotron: 100.0% & 1,402.50
v
Sasktel 100.0% 3§ 3,707.54
2013-731 v
RCP 100.0% $ 2,712.84
2013-732
TCC L00.0% S 3,543.18
Total $ 552,160.81 5 552,160.81
Applicant Amount Numbar of Responident Amount
proceedings
CcLc $  83,757.67 2 ACTO s 300,28
Lt 4 Amtelecom $ 151.54
1 H 173,200.17
1 5 84.13
1 5 58092
E 113,524,321
; s 287,682.4%
552,160.81 Cogece 5 703.28
Eastlink 5 3,125.56
Globalive S 2,582.93
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1,445.27
16,779.21
737.98
70160

33.68
737.98

Fagple'sTal
Publle Mobila

13,301.28

101,922.53
954,17
552,160.81

$
$
]
$
5
§
QMINIdeatron | 5 24,316.28
5
5
$
$
5
$
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Telecom Order Costs applicant

Armount
received

Costs respondents

Percentage

Armpunt per
respondent

N.B. Interim costy
denied

n.b. final costs denied

Northwestel 100.0% S 53,088.43
2014-87 o
2014-220
Melaughlin
Educational
Cansulting
2014-242 Services $ 326068
Beil Canatia et al. {Bell, Affant, $ 1,292.75
Mobility, KMTS, NorthernTel,
Telebec) 39.8%
TCC: 24.2% S 789.08
RCl: 23.9% & 776.04
Shaw: 4.2% $ 136.95
MTS Allstream: 41% 5 133.69
aMifVideotron: 3.9% § 12717
2014-243 Sonny Actess S 8,156.72
Consuiting
Ball Canada et al. {Bell, Aliant, 3 3,684.17
Mobility, KMTS, NorthernTel,
Telebat) 29.8%
TCT: 24.3% & 2,240.13
RCH: 23.8% 5 2,203.10
Shaw: 4,2% § 388.78
MTS Allstream; 41% $ 379,53
OMI/Videatron: 3.9% § 361.01
Bell Canada et at. (Befl, Afiant, 377% 8 8,250.06
Mehility, KMTS, NorthernTel,
Telebec)
TCC: 23.0% 5 5,038.69
RCI: 226% § 4,951.05
Shaw: 40% S B76.29
MTS Allstream: 38% & R32.48
QmIfVidestron: 37% § 810,57
Sasktel 14% § 525,78
Cogeco 1.5% § 328.61
Eastlink 0.E% § 175.26
Horthwestel 05% & 109.54
2014-245 BC VRS 5 76136
Bell Canada et al. {Bell, Aliant, 5 2,850.22
Mobllity, KMTS, Northern'el,
Tefabeac) 39.8%
TG 24.2% 5 1,733.05
RCl: 23.8% $ 1,704.40
Shaw: 4.2% 5 300.78
MTS Allstream; 4.1% 5 183.62
QMifVideotron; 3.9% S 279,29
2014-246 CHS S 2459500
Bell Canada et al, (Bell, Afiant, 37.7% $ $,272,32
Mobillty, KMTS, NortherrTel,
Telehat)
TCL: 23.0% % 5,656.85
RCI: 26% § 555847
Shaw: 4.0% § 52380
MTS Allstream: 3.8% & 934,61
OMivideotron: 3.7% § 910.02
Susktel 24% % 590.28
Cogeca 15% § 368.93
Eastlink 0.8% 5 195,76
Northwestel 0.5% 3 122,88
2014-247 Toronto s 595.25
Assoclation of the
Deaf
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Bell Canada ot al. (Bell, Miant, 453% 5 269.65
Mobility, KMTS, NorthemnTel,
Telebec)
TCC: 27.6% S 164.29
L _ _ Rek 274% 5 16131
201024
Bell Canada et al. (Bell, Aflant, a7.7% S 11,598.46
Moblilty, KMTS, NorthernTel,
Taleber)
TCC: 23.0% 5 7.320.02
RCI: 22.6% 5 713271
Shaw: 4.0% S 1,273.05
MTS Allstream: 3.8% § 1,209.39
QM Videotron: 37% % 1,177.57
Sasktel 4% % 763.83
Cogeco 1.5% 5 477.38
Eastlink 0.8% S 254,61
Northweste! 0.5% % 159.13
2014-308 s tE DA
Bell Canada et al, (Bell, Mobility) 100.0% $ 3,613.14
2014-309 A0S TT6T
TCC 100.0% $ 2,408.76
Befl companles: (Bell, Aliant} 31.0% 3 2,878.02
T 29.8% § 2,766.61
RCP: 29.3% 3 2,019
QMIAVIDECTRON: 4.7% 5 436,34
SaskTel: 1% 5 287.80
Eastlink: 21% 5 194.96
2014-351
Bell companles: (Bell, Aliant} 11.0% & 545,42
TRC: 29.8% 3 524.30
RLCP: 29.3% $ 515.51
QMIAVIDEOTRON: 4.7% $ 82.69
SaskTel: 31% 5 54,54
Eastlink: 21% $ 36.95
pRETEE
Rell Canada 100.0% 5 14,809.37
Bell Canada et al, (Bell, Alant, DMTS, s 856.73
KMTS, NorthernTel, Narthwestel,
Telebec) 4B.6%
TCC 44.0% 3 775.64
MTS Allstream 7.4% 5 130.45
2014408 toC s 1,752.37
Bell Canada et al. {Beli, Aliant, DMTS, 3 851.65
KMTS, NorthernTel, Northwestal,
Telebec} 48.6%
TCC 44.0% 3 771.04
MTS Allstream 74% S 129.68
010400 NN
Bell compantes: [Bell, Aliant) L% 5 1,428.35
TCC 29.1% & 1,367.75
RCP: 2B.7% 5 1,344.95
MTS Allstream 51% 5 239.71
Shaw: 35% § 164.51
Sasktel 3.0% 5 150.41
%
8ell Canada &t al {Bell, Aliant, DMTS, 100.0% $ 2,280.00
KMTS, NorthernTel, Northweste],
Telebec)
20314-433
Bell Canada et 2l {Bell, Allant, DMTS, 5 2,136.71
KMTS, NorthernTel, Northwestel,
Telebec} 46.4%
TCL 42.1% 5 1.938.70
MTS Allstream 7% 5 326.95
SaskTel 4.4% 3 202.62
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Bel| companias {Bell, Allant) 28.0% $ 5,197.82
TeC 269% 5 5,854.33
RCI 25.5% 5 5,865.79
MTS Allstreamn A45% 3 995,08
QMifVideotron 43% 3 951,81
Glahalive companieés Ta8% % 841.13
SaskTel 2.8% 5 619.78
Shaw 15% % 332.03
Eastlink 1.0% § 221.35
Primus 0.7% 5 154.95
2024435 NN
Bell companies {Sell, Aliant) 100.0% $ 5,604,35
' Tee 350% 3 3,768.57
RCl 3M5% S 3,714.73
Bell Mohility et al. {Atiant, KMTS, 1 3,284.04
Mortherntal, Telebec, Mobllity,
Comcentric group, Narthwestel) 30.5%
2014-494 il
j1 100.0% § 3,948.68
2014-495 v
Bell companies (Bel, Allant] 34.4% $ 2,182.56
TCL: 33.1% $ 2,100.08
RCP: 32.5% & 2,062.0%
2014-456
Northwestel 100.0% § 9,032.38
2014-512 :
Tce 1000% % B.8D1.64
2014-536
Bell companies {Bell, Aliant] 34.4% § 2,926,031
TCC 334% & 2,811,16
RCP 32.5% § 2,766,565
2314-548
Bell companies {Beli, Aliant) 34.4% § 4,593.79
TCC 33.1% 5 4,509.53
RCI 32.5% 5 4,438.14
2(114-559
RCP 57.8% $16,190.39
Bell Mohility 32.8% 58,204.10
Videotron 9.4% 42,630.85
2014-560
Bell campanies; 45.0% § 22,792.27
TCC 43.2% 3 21,897.57
MTS Allstrazm 7.3% § 3,684,156
SaskTel 4.5% S 2,293.78
Total $ 367.138.86 5 367,138.86 |
Applicant Amnunt Number of Respondent Amount
proceeding
BC VRS 5 7,161.36 1 11571285
1 62,512.45
el 5 1,752.37 1 59,204.10
CHS S 24,595.00 1 187,429.41
5 1,174.93
1 1,079.89
1 B41.13
2 9,250.34
i
62,169.45
7,767.32
5,488.81
4,458,18
87,286.45

367,138,586
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Telecom Order Costs applicant Amount
received

Amount per
respondent

Casts respondents Percentage

2015-132

Morthwestel 100.0% 5% 2,709.75
Bel companiles (Bell, Allant) 50.9% 5 2,045.00
TC 49.1% 5 1,974.00
] Bell companles {Bel, Aliant) 47.1% § 6,953.40
TCC 45.3% $ 6,680.46
MTS Allstream 7.6% & 1,123.85

Bell Canada et al. {Bell, Aliant,
Mobility, KMTS, NorthernTel,

2015-161
2015-194

Telebec) | 43.8% 3,950.76
TLC 29.1% S 2,624.82
RCI 27.1% & 2,444 .42

Bell Canada 75.6% $ 4,840.13
Befl Aliant 24.4% 5 1,562.16
TCC 29.7% 5 4,825,33
RCP 37.0% S 4,560,365
Hell Mohbility 23.3% § 2,890,659
2015-240
2015-252
Narthwastel 100.0% % 7,645.83
2015-264 7
TS 39.7% § 2,393,91
RCP 7.0% 5 2,231,10
Bell Mobility 23.3% % 1,404.99
2o1s2ss RN
TCC 32.1% § 19,842.97
RCP 29.9% § 27,797.65
Bell Mobility 18.8% § 17,478.12
OMI/Videotron 5.1% § 4,741.41
MTS Allstraam 47% % 4,365.53
SaskTel 3.3% % 3,067.97
CCsA 19% 3% 1,766.41
cNDC 1.6% 3§ 1,487.50
Cogeco 1.4% § 1,301.56
Eastlink 1.2% § 1,115.63
2015-340
TCC 35.5% § 2,140.65
RCP 32.1% § 1,995.93
Bell companies (Bell, Aliant) 31.4% § 1,853.42
2015-341 CpenMedia S 2963155
TCC 30.2% 8 8,578.26
RCP 28.2% § 8,356.,10
Ball campanies {Bell, Aliant} 26.9% § 7.4970.89
Shaw 5.2% § 1,540.84
Videotron 48% 5 1,451.94
MT3 Allstream 458 8 1,333.42
2015.342
TCC 2B.2% % 30,697.60
ACP 263% §  28,629.32
Bell companies {Bell, Aliant} 25.0% 5 27,214.18
Shaw 48% S $,225.12
QAMIfVIdeotron 45% $ 4,898,585
MTS Allstream 42% % 457198
SaskTet 2.9% % 3,156.85
Cogeco 1.7% % 1,850.57
CNOC 1.4% & 1,523.99

n.b. costs denied

N.B. costs denled

n.b. costs denied
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Eastlink 1.0% 5 1,088.57
PEETTIN |
] RCP 100.0% $ 3,466.40
12015-393
RCP 00.0% 5 1,740.00
2015-441
Telesat 50.0% § 15,8458.75
Kplornet 250% & 7,524.88
Bell Canadsa et al {Bell, Aliant, I50% 5 7.524.88
Mobility, Horthwestel, Telebec})
2015442 :
Telesat 50.0% S 5,877.81
Kplarnet 25.0% 3 2,438.91
Bell Canaga et al {Bell, Atiant, 5.0% % 253891
Muahility, Northwestel, Telebec})
2015-460
Northweste! 50.0% $ 2,395.82
55 S0,0% $ 2,395.82
2015-463 B
TCC 51.7% § 6,067.24
Bell Canada et al, {Beli, Aliant, 3 5,668.24
Morthwestel, Telebec) 48.3%
TCC 51.7% § 1,059.92
Bell Canada et al. {Bell, Allant,
Northwestel, Telebec) 48,3% § 1,027.58
2015-510 CNIB - 5 4,465.00
Ball Canada et al {Beil, Mobility] 100.0% % 4,465.00
2015-511 3
Bell Canada et al {Bel, Mobllity) 100.0% 5 8,655.35
2015-512 2,505
Bell Canada et al {Ball, Mohllity} 100.0% S 2,232.50
Bell Canada et al, {Bell, Allant, 100.0% §&  32,41527
Mobility, and their affillates)
2015-565 2,
TCC 100.0% & 1,892.50
2015-567 .
TCC 51.7% § 6,096,593
Belt Canada et al. {Bell, Aliant,
torthwestel, Telebet) 48.3% $ 5,695.98 |
Total & 429,288.75 S 429, 288.75
Appllcant Amaurit Number of Respondent Anrount
praceedings
CNIB 5  1274894.54
; S 1275140
E; 21,773.80
S 162,019.84
CCSA 5 1,766.41
CNOC ] 3,011.45
Cogeco 5 3,152.13
5 2,204.20
s 11,398.88
5  B1251.28
$ 11059180
S8l 5 2,3585.82
55 S 6,224.82
S
$  105,414.65
Telesat H 21,727.56
Xplarnet 5 10,863.78
Total 5  429,288.75
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RESPONDENTS
Totals

In decending erder:

Respondent Amounts pald Respondent Arsounts patd Percentage of
total costs
ACTCO 5 1,145.62 44.47%
Amtelecom 5 468,45 22.40%
19.12%

CCSA $ 2,454.21 Arsalsireain : 3.40%
CNOC 5 205770 | [QMI/Videotron . 3.06%
Cogeto S 504603 : 2.02%
Eastlink S 12582.12] | o 1.38%
Giobalive H 3,424,06 Telesat 5 21,7275 1.13%
lca/iriste $ Eastiink S 12,582.12 0.65%
ITE 5 Xplornet $ 1151407 0,60%
Rt e Cogeco S 9,046.03 0.47%
Mobifi¢ity H CNGC 5 4,057.70 0.21%
OTA H 3,685.10 OTA 5 3,685.10 (.19%
People'sTel $ 102.47 Glgbalive 5 3,424.08 0.18%
Primus & 799.94 | |ThayTel $ 2,959.16 0.15%
Publlc Moble 5 737.98 CCSA 5 2,454,531 {.13%

551 B 2,395.82 0.12%4
OMI/Videotron | § 59,014.88 Iceflristel 5 1,445.27 Q.07%
551 5 ACTO $ 1,145.52 0.06%
kel “lis Primus § 799.94 0.04%
: MaobHicity 5 737.98 0.04%

Public Mobile 5 737.98 0.04%
ThayTel 5 2,959.16 ITF 5 687.80 0.04%
Telesat % 21,727.56 Amtalecom H 458.46 0.02%
Xplornet $  11,514,17 Peaple'sTel 3 102.47 0.01%
Total % 1,928,505.12 Total & 1,928,506.12 100.00%

2012 2012 2Mm3a 2015 '

Respendant Amount Respondent A t Respond A Respondent Amgunt
ACTO H] 216.80 ACTQ 628.55 ACTO 300.28 Bell companias 5 127,494.64
Bell companies 5 116,844.08 Amtelecom 316.92 Amtelecom 1581.54 Northwestel 8 12,751.40

173,200.17 Bell Mobility s 2177380
84.19 Subtotal: 162,019.84

Northwastel s 1,083.98 Bel companies
Subtotal 5 117,928.05 KMTS

43,415.21 Bell corpanies
174.63 EMTS

33.68 TCC
73198 Telesat

650.39 OTAATPA
370,883.40 People's Tel

1,469.94 People'sTel
68.79 Pubiic Mabife

105,414.69
21,727.56

Xplornet
Tatal

$
Cogeco 5 3,483.21 NorthernTe! 1,215.34 NorthernTel 580.92 CCSA S 176641
Fastlink $ 5,172.48 Northwestal 43,540.73 Northwestel 113,524.21 ChOC 5 3,011.49
MTS Allstream $  1B,4D3.26 Telebec 237.16 Subitotal 287,689.45 Cogece 5 315213
oTA 5 1,517.57 Beil Mobility 3,996.51 Cogeco 203.28 Eastfink H 2,204.2G
Primus 5 544.9% Subtotal 92.5789.57 Eastlink 3,125.5¢ MTS Allstrgam 5 11,398.88
RCP 5 91,783.5% CC5A 6B7.80 Globalive 2,582.93 RCP S 81,251.28
OMIfvideatron  $ 1071115 CNCC 1,046.21 teefiristel 1,445.27 QMIfVideotrgn  §  11,091.80
Sasktel s 16,779.21 | H 2,395.82
Shaw s 11,003.36 ITF 687.80 MabHicity 737.98 Saskte! s 6,224,82
TCC s 57,805.57 MTS Alistream 9,602.20 [e] 7.3 701.60 Shaw g 6,765.95

e $

$ s

s

§

A AR 4 AN AN AR AR W W AN A0 W AN A o n i D A e e s A

$
3
&
§
b
8
s
$
3
$
5
10,548.58 Cogeco s 1,022.48 MTS Allstream
$
5
]
3
5
5
3
$
$
$
$

RCP 36,961.20 aMIvideotron 24,316.28 Xplornet 10,263.78
2014 GMIfideatron 5,128.23 RCP 96,645.95 Total, 425,288.75
Respand. Amount Sasktel 3,369.98 Sasktel 13,301.28
Bell companies § 11571285 Shaw 3,514.10 Shaw 53148
Northwestel S 6251245 T 39,565.62 Tce 301,922,83
Bell Mobility 84,204.10 ThayTel 2,004.99 ThayTel 954.17
Subtotsl; & 1B7,429.41 Total 195,054.38 Total 552,160.81
Cogeco 5 1,174.93
Eastlink 8 1,079.89 2015 Totals $ 1,928,506.12 tolal awards
Globalive g 841.13 Respandent A & 25 respondents
MTS Allstream 1 9,200.34 Horthwestel g 9,979.02
Primus g 154.95 Subtotal 5 9,979,892
RCP 5 $2,169.45 Total S 2,979.92
QMIfVideotron ] 7. 767.32
Sasktel $ 5,488.81
Shiaw 5 4,456,18
TCC 5 87,286.46
Tutal 5  367,138.86
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115 proceedings

Totals
in decending order:
Costs Applicant | Totalamount | Number of Costz Applicant ! Totalamount | Number of Percentage |
awarded proteedings in awarded proceedings in of total costs
which the which the
japplicant applicant
[participated and participated and
clalmed costs claimed costs
BC VRS $ 716136 1 $ 1,274,811.48 57 66.10%.
T o 3 S 8880154 5 4.60%
= $ 8551004 3 $ _ B5510.04 3 4.43%;
£HS $  24,585.00 1 $ 8478793 2 4.40%
TR 5 98,801.54 6 $ 77,040,899 9 3.99%
3 4,465.00 1 $ 7549757 2 3.91%
5 77.040.59 9 $ 72,541.70 16 3.7E6%
$  84,737.93 2 § 3997371 3 2.07%
1-F Mezei $  1,328.80 2 §  30927.33 2 1.60%
J. Bhullar El 1,171.57 1 5§ 2963155 1 1.54%
WcLaughlin 5 3,260.68 1 § 2459500 1 1.28%
$ 75,497.57 2 5 9,256.72 1 0.48%
[pHEsEAsRE s g254.40 3 d$ 825440 3 0.43%
OpenMedia $  29,5631.55 1 $  gisia 1. 0.42%]
S  30,927.33 2 5 7,161.26 i 0.37%
$ 1,274,811.48 57 $ 4,865.00 1 0.23%
Sonny $ §,256.72 1 McLaughlin s 3,264.68 1 0.17%
$ 595.25 1 }-F Mezei $ 1,328.80 2 0.07%
H 8,183.41 1 J. Bhullar S 1,171.57 1 0.06%
5 72,541.70 16 WBF & 710.68 1 0.04%
§ 710.68 1 TAD 5 585,25 1 0.03%
TOTAL $ 1,928,506.71 115 TOTAL § 1,928,506.71 115 100%
01 2012
Applicant Amgunt # Fites Applicant Anount # Flles
CAD 3 8,147.55 2 PlAC $  178,400.88 11
CIPRIC 5 3558793 2 ucs 5 8,183.41 b
J-F Mezei 3 655.96 1 upe 5 11,760.00 3
1, Bhullar 5 117157 i WEF ] 710.68 1
PIAC 5 31800839 8 Tatal S5 199,654.97 15
unc $ 7.300,00 2
Total $  370,883.40 16
2013 2014
Appllcant Amaunt # Files Applicant Amount # Files
e 5 B3,757.67 2 BC VRS 5 7,161.36 1
CIPPIC H 53,213.61 4 can 3 31,826.16 1
Diversity 5 47,414.97 1 cee 3 1,752.37 1
IF Mezei 5 658.84 1 CHS §  24,595.00 1
MALC s 66,802.22 1 Dlversity 3 14,868.21 5
pIAC 5 270,951.80 10 FMCC $ 5308843 1
upc s 28,361.70 4 Mclaughlin ] 3,260,638 1
Total § 552,160,681 23 NSS 5 6,021.50 2
OVAS 4§ 21,507.33 i
015 PIALC $  190,525.45 14
Applicant Amount # Fites Sanny g 9,256.72 1
cnig $ 4,465.00 1 TAD $ 585.25 1
Biversity s 14,757,581 3 upc % 2,280.00 1
FMCC s 31,695.50 1 Total %  367,138.86 31
MAC $ 8,695.35 1
NSS S 2,232,350 1 2016
Openiedia § 2963155 1 Applicant Amount # Flies
OVRS 5 9,020.00 1 PIAC § ©,975.92 1
FIAC 5 306,547.04 13 Total 5 8,979.92 1
upc § 21,840.00 [}
Total 5 429,088.75 28 Totals S 1,928,506.71 tataf awards
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Balkovec, Adam

T
Protrameent cividgrad e verh o bt i Toccta i Finformatein |

=.21(4)h)

From;

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Alastair,

Balkovec, Adam
October-09-2014 4:42 PM
Stewart, Alastair

History of Costs Policy Document
DO(CS-2193916.DOC.DRF

Attached please find the document | mentioned earlier.

1 would draw your attention especially to page 2, under the heading “Key Changes from the 1998 Taxation
Guidelines”. There it can be seen that in TRP 2010-963 the Commission stated that "procedural non-compliance” {for

instance, late filing) by applicants would be evaluated under the "responsible participation” criterion. Taking this into

1am happy to discuss at greater length tomorrow,

Have a good evening,

Adam

Adam Balkovec

Legal Counsel | Conseilter juridique
Legal Sector | Secteur juridique

Canadian Radio-television and Tetecommunications Commission
Conseil de 1a radiodiffusion et des télécommunications canadiennes

adam.balkovec(@erte.gc.ca
Céllulaire: 13«854»6182 | Fax: 819-953-0589
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9 September 2014
DM 2153816

A Brief History of Costs Order Policy

New procedure for tefecom costs awards, Telecom Public Notice CRTC 98-11, 15 May 1998

Commission establishes principle that it will dispense with taxation in “appropriate clrcumstances”.
Gnus on applicant ta make submissions as to why taxation should be dispensed with,
Constderations Commission will take into account Include: complexity of Issues raised in proceeding;
fength and nature of proceeding; amount of costs clatmed

Guidelines for the Taxation af Casts, 15 May 19938, revised 24 April 2007

Lists & principles that the Guidelines are intended td implement, Inciuding: that ¢osts not exceed
what is reasonably and necessarlly incurred; that the process is fair, afficient and effective; that the
vesuit Is certain; that the procass is flexible enough to ensure costs are awarded in light of specific
circumstances; that financial assistance from government or other sources is taken into account
Cnus on applicants to make submisslons justifying any departures from the Suidelines

Genera! principla that when decumentation or submissions are requested but not provided, the
costs 1o which the request relates will be disallowed

tn genaral fees not to be awarded for time of support or administrative staff or that of directors and
officers

Sets out factors that may be taken into account in determining whether excessive time has been
claimed in respect of fees, including: extent of participation, complexity of issues, experience of the
claimant znd time claimed and awarded in the same or similar proceedings

No fees can be claimed for time spent traveliing or eating meals

Dishursements incurred by volunteers and employees of the applicant will generally be allowed
Applicants must indicate in thelr affidavit of dishurserments whether they have received financial
assistance in connection with the particular proceeding in respect of which costs are being claimed,
and i so, the amount {Note; this does not include amounts acquired through fundralsingl, Costs will
generally be reduced by that amount

Applicants must alsc indicate in their affidavit of disbursements and on the appropriate forms
claiming feas whether they are eligible for a GST, PST or other applicable tax rebate, the basis of the
eligibility and the extent of the rebate

Costs associated with the submission of 2 taxation application will generally be claimable

Actian Ré [« teur, the € s’ Assodlotion of Conoda, Fédération des associations
coopératives d'économie familiale and the Natione! Anti-Foverty Organization application for costs ~
Public Notice CRTC 2001-60, Telecom Costs Order CRTC 2002-4, 24 April 2002

Commission for the first time hames a single payor for costs respondents that fifed joint submissions
in the proceeding, and leaves it to those respondents to determine their respective shares of costs

TECoR ] FE T TIN5 Bl FEIhd T DT OreT ey T
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amoeng themselves. The Commission “considered” that this would become a generally applicable
principle going forward {and it has; parties now seldom make submissions on this point).

New procedure for telecom costs awards, Telecomn Public Notice CRTC 2002-5, 7 November 2002

» Commission estatlishes new principle that taxation will generally be dispensed with, The
Commissien wit] procesd with taxation in place of this “strearmiined process” only in exceptional
gircumstances.

+  Costs respandents may stitl make submisslans on the appropriateness of taxatfon In a given case and
such submissions will be considered by the Commission pricr to making a determination {which,
practically speaking, never happens anymore—ail stakeholders seer to prefer the streamlined
process).

« Decislon to establish this new principle made In Bght of considerations of efficiency and reduction of
administrative burden on applicants and the Commission

Revision of CRTC eosts award practices and procedures, Telecom Regulatory Palicy CRTC 2010-963, 23
December 2010 (Guidelines for the Assessment of Costs included as Attachment to Palicy)

Key Changes from the 1928 Taxation Guideltnes:

» The Commission generally fixes costs as opposed to proceeding with the taxation process;

s Individual applicants participating on their own behalf are generally anly entitled ta out-of-pocket
Wisbursements) o

s Chims for acmmmudatfon ina prrvate resndenr.e will be allmvet! Ha f xed rate of $20 per dav,

¢ Rejected proposal ta expand eligibility criteria to include non-profit industry organizations;

The Commisston may consider eligibility at beginning of 8 proceeding, if applicant regueasts it—
otharwise will consider it at time appiication filed;
Rejectad propasal for a pra-approved budget process forall c}aims]over 4140, 000 B
v Inaddition to factors the Commission may consides in determining whether time clalmed for fees is
excesslve {unchanged from 1998 Guldelines), the Guidelines now also set out factors Commission
may consider in determining whether a costs appIic"ant has contributed to a i)_ette}' understandinglof Commented [ABSY: inthe < eacing to 203 .
the Issuss, including: whether the applicant filed evidence, whether the contribution was focused intaveners fuggasted that a relevant factor should mwh,u..,m
and structured and whether the contribution offered a distinct point of viaw; applicant st desdlines. -
a  Reiterates that costs will not be danied outright for procedural non-compliance, rather pracedural
matter will be evaluated under the rubric of responsible participation {2nd may be reduced ar
denied on this basis);
= Reiterates that costs will net be denied outright an the basis of an applicant’s Fart 1 application is
unsuccessful; rather pach application will be 2ssessed on its merits;
» If an applicant has partictpated jointly with a commercial entity or industry group, it must declare i,
2nd its costs will generaily be reduced accordingly;
o Commissian will state whether costs are being apportioned on basis of TORs or some other basis;
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Sealtng number of costs respondents an basis of amount awarded adopted; general excluston of
party that would be required to pay less thanf$100 adepted; e

5. 56(2) of the Telecommunications Act

Rejects proposal to cap legal rates for certain activities {to discourage overuse of senior counsel),
but “encourages” reliance of articling students and junior counsel "to greatest extent possible”
Establishes the Self-raporting Rule for lawyers {i.e., lawyers must attest to the manner in which they
self-repor to any Law Soclety of which they are members}

Subseguent Orders outiining new principles or approsches:

Telecom Qrder 2014-61: Cammission reiterates that an unincorporated entity can be awarded costs
{citing Telecom Order 2009-397) but, on the request of the unincorporated applicant, the
Commissien arderad that the funds be awarded to an unaffiiated third party organl:stion on the
applicant’s behalf, 1o be dispersed to any individual fee claimants of the applicant.

Telecom Order 2014-87: Cammission denies an application for Interim costs, Applicant claimed
nterim costs that would allow i to participate in the proceeding by way of conducting 2 telephone
survey and reporting on the results. Commission found that applicant had not met criterion of para.
63{c) of the fules: “whether the applicant has sufficient financial resources to participate effectivaly
In the proceeding”. Commission accepted that applicant did not have the funds o carry out the
survey, but found that it had not established that the survey was the only way in which it could
participate effectively.

Telecam Order 2014-220: Commission denies an application for final costs in a review and vary
praoceeding that was Initiated by the costs applicant. Commission reiterates that the outcome of the
raview and vary applieation {which in this case was denied} is immaterial to the outcome of the
costs application: each costs application is assessed on its own merits. Commission denies costs on
the basis that the applicant did not meet the eligibility criteria set out in para. 63(b} of the Rules:
“the extent to which the applicant assisted the Cammission in developing a better understanding of
the matters that were considered”, Specifically, the Commission found that the applicant’s review
and vary application “raised no genuine issue for the Commisston’s consideration”

Telecom Order 2014-243: Costs awarded to an Amarican organization. The Commission found that,
notwithstanding its residency, In the circurnstances the applicant represented a group of Canadian
subscribers of telecommunicatians services. Specifically, the applicant had been invited to
participate in the VRS proceeding by Canadian Deaf advocacy groups owing to its previous
involvement in the implementatior of the American VRS system.

Telecom Order 2014-244: Applicant requested that, since it is an unincorporated entity, the
Commission order payment of costs to be made ta its Chairperson (who also prepared the

kgl
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application for costs). Cammission awarded costs, but denled this request, instead stating that it
“expects” that the applicant “wil take steps that will enable it to receive and handle the furids that
will be paid to it” {i.e., “open a bank accaunt, in the name of the organization”).

Talecom Order 2014-248: in response to the applicant’s prgument that its costs application was fited
late owing to the complexity of the process, the Cornmission reminds the applicant that it may claim
casts refated to tha preparation of @ costs order by legal counsel and suggests that “a casts applicant
that is unable to file a costs application In a timely manner” may wish to “retain the services of an
expert to do 50 on its behalf”. The Commission denied the applicant’s request that a single payor be
designated from among off the costs respondents {i.e., not just those respondents that filed joint
submissions in the proceeding), noting that in this case all of the respondents “have extensive
experience in paying awards of costs” and stating its confidence that "these respondents will
disperse the funds awarded...in a prompt and efficient manner, minimlzing the burden on [the
applitant]

Telecam Order 2014-308: In respanse to an applicant whose in-house analyst neglected to follow
the Guidelines by claiming fees on an hourly, rather than a daily, basis, the Commission converts the
costs clalmed from hours to days, rounding up to the next quarter-day increment.

Telecom Qrder 2014-351: Introduction of the Staff requested further Information
regarding the relationship between the applicant and the individual claimant, who claimed ta act as
an external consultant to the applicant. Tha same individual appeared to be closely involved with
both the applicant and the corporatlon through which the fees were claimed. In its analysis, the
Commission stated an Intention to avaluate whether a consultant could appropriately claim at the
In-hause or external rate on the basis of "the degree of control that ane person or entity may have
gver znother”. The Commission gave the fallowing st of factors that It may consider In doing so:

whether one entity owns the other entity;

which entity pays the salary of the Individual doing the waork;

whether the consultant has any chients other than the costs applicant;

whether the same individual or a similar group of individuals actively manage{s) the day-to-day
operations of both; and

whether tha consultant pays for the tools, equipment, and tralning of the person doing the work, as
opposed to the costs applicant.

(o ]

[~]

The Commisston further stated that it "expects costs applicants to provide information regarding
thalr independence from individuals or persons providing consulting services. Questions about
independence or situations where an individual appears to seek personal gain could resuit in the
adjustment ar denial of costs or rates claimed”. However, the Commission did not reduce or deny
the applicant’s costs in this case, determining that the applicant, whether or not It was separate
fram its consultant, was also representing a discrete group of retired persons.
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Telecom Order 2014-428: Commission deviates from the Guldelines on the issues of
apportionment of costs and aumbers of costs respondents and names Bell Canada the sale
respondent, despite the amount of the order {52,280

Telecom Qrder 2014-433: In response to applicant’s argument that objections ta costs applications
raised by potential costs respondants may have a chilling effect on participation in Commission
proceedings, Commission states that patential costs respandents have an Interest in the outcome
of the costs application and shaould thus be heard. Commission reduced applicant’s award by 60
per ceat, finding that applicant claimed excessive time. Much of applicant’s participation was
beyond the scope of the proceeding as defined in the originating Notice of Consultation,
Commission also considered the costs claimed by other applicants in the same proceeding in order
to determine “the order of magnitude of costs that could be reasonably and necessarily incurred in
the proceeding”.

Telecom Order 2004-439: The first order in which the Commission quotes the entirety section 68
of the Rufes in its analysis of eligibility.

Telecom Order 2014-443; As in 2014-428, Commission deviates fram the Guidelines on the issues
of apportionment of casts and numbers of costs respondents and names Bell Mobility, RCT and TCC
the sole respondent, despite the amount of the order {$10,767.33).

A number of recent costs orders have acceptad and considered late-filed applications on the basis
that no prejudice or adverse effect would be caused in doing so to the participants in the proceeding
{see: 2014-220; 2014-248; 2014-309}. In other recent orders, late-filad applications were accepted
and considered with no reasons given for the acceptance (see: 2014-407; 2014-428).
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Megan Maloney

Conseiligre juridique | Legal Counsel

Secteur juridique | Legal Sector

Conseil de la radiodiffusion et des télecommumcat;ons canadtennes (CRTC] | Canadian Radio- tele\nsion and
Telecommunications Commission (CRTC)
Gouvernement du Canada | Governmaent of Canada
1 Promenade du Portage, 6iéme étage | 6th floor
Gatineau, QC 18X 4B1

Mepgan.maloney@cric.ge.ca

Tel: 613-657-4027

Fax; 819-953-058%

1 See for exampie: Telecom Costs Order CRYC 86-32, 1996; Telecom Costs Grder CRTC 94-2.

Il See for example: Telecom Costs Order CRTC 98-14.

%l Talecom Regufatory Policy CRTC 2010-963, Guidelines. for the Assessment of Costs, 2010, at para 13.
i thid at para 5.
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