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Reply Comments — Canada Gazette Notice No. DGRB-018-99

Bell Wireless Alliancereply commentsre:

Notice No. DGRB-018-99 — Consultation on the Proposed Policy and Licensing
Proceduresfor the Auction of Additional PCS Spectrum in the 2 GHz Frequency
Range (PCS — 2 GHZz) Published in the Canada Gazette, Part 1 dated December 17,
1999.

1.

INTRODUCTION

The Bdl Wirdess Allianceis pleasad to provide the fallowing reply in regponse to comments
from other parties recaved further to the above natice.

The Bdl Wirdess Alliance (BWA) conggs of Bdl Mohility Inc., Idand Tdecom Inc,, MTS
CommunicaionsInc,, MT&T Mohility Incorporated, NBTd Inc., NewTd Moahility Limited
and Saskatchewan Tdecommunications Holding Corporation.

The BWA filed comments, in reponse to the Natice, on 1 March 2000.

Pursuant to the procedures outlined by the Department inits Natice, the BWA hasreviewed
the comments of other parties, which have been posted on the Depatment’s Strategi s
webste, and respectfully offers the following reply comments

The BWA'’sfalureto reply to any comment adverse to the interests of, or inconsstent with
the pogitions taken by its members, should not be construed as agresment with such proposd.

EVOLUTION OF MOBILITY CANADA

Inits comments, the BWA noted that Mohbility Canada hed been dissolved in 1999 thus
enabling the former members to compete with one ancther on andiond bess The BWA dso
noted thet, as areault, the Department’ s origind four-player modd for the Canedian wirdess
indudtry has changed, asthe four players have now becomefive. The BWA expressed the
view that this represented a Sgnificant change in the competitive make up and sructure of the
Canadian wirdessindudry.

The BWA notes that, with the exception of Clearnet and Microcdl, virtudly dl other parties
eg. CWTA, RABC, Rogers Wirdess TELUS and Joe Church, acknowledge thet the
Canadian wirdess indudry sructureis now effectively afive-player modd. While Rogers
Wirdess acknowledges the existence of the five-player indudtry sructure, it joins Clearnet and
Microcdl in attempting to restrain, as a competitive srategy, the former Mohility Canada
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memberswithin ther current licensed aress. The BWA submits that this podition does not
recognize the redities of the current wirdess, or indeed, the Canadian tdecommunications
market.

Clearnet noted that the dissolution of Mobility Canada was preceded by smilar changesin the
wirdine market with the bresk up of the Stentor Alliance. In light of the changesin the
wirdine market, the BWA submits thet the subseguent evolution of Mobility Canadawas both
alogicd and, likdy, ineviteble result of those earlier devdopments. In any evernt, the
paradigm has shifted in the Canadian tdecommunications indudtry and the former Stentor
members are wdl dong the way toward establishing tharr competitive nationd infrastructures.
What is being proposed by some competitors, however, isthat Industry Canedaignore the
fact thet, in the wirdine market, TELUS and the Bdll-allied companies are dreedy operating
onanationd bass Under the redtrictive market sructure contemplated by its nationd
competitors the TELUS and Bdll-dllied companies will be providing arange of fadilities:
basad wirdine sarvices throughout Caneda, but would be predluded from providing fedilities:
based wirdess sarvices The BWA submits that such a proposal does not sand the test of
reasonableness and, more Sgnificantly, would leave the TELUS and Bdl-dlied companies &
asubdantiad disadvantage in the marketplace in rdaion to their competitors.

Asthe BWA noted in its comments, an agreement isin place that provides the former
Mohility Canada memberswith the ability to compete nationdly on aresdebass. TheBWA
agreeswith TELUS, however, when it dates that thisis a short-term solution without long-
term vidhility. One of the inherent characterigtics of competition in tdecommunications is thet
competitive markets evalve quickly. The Mohility Canada carrier resde agreement was
implemented in May 1999, before Industry Canada rdeasad its gpectrum cap decison in
November of thet year. Inthisregard, the carrier resde agreement was designed and
implemented in the absence of knowing ather if or when the spectrum rdlief policy would be
changed. Inthe absence of any degree of cartainty, concerning the eventud outcome or
timing of any change to the palicy, the Mohility Canada agreement wasimplemented asan
interim measure. The BWA does nat condder, however, that a viable busness draiegy can
be built on the basis of aresde modd. Such an arangement would not provide the degree of
business certainty thet the BWA bdieves would be absolutely necessary in order to deploy a
successful competitive Srategy throughout Canada. While resde arrangements may be
stidfactory for some purposes BWA notesthat itsintention isto maintain, and indeed,
enhanceitsrole asamarket leader in the deve opment and introduction of new wirdess
cgpabilities and sarvice offerings. In order to deveop new and innovative sarvices and to be
firg to market with such services, asarvice provider mugt enjoy the control over its network
that resde arangements cannot provide. The use of resale arrangements by the BWA, over
the long term, would dso preclude it from offering the same range of services and network
functiondities throughout Canada. Under the redtrictive market sructure for TELUS and the
BWA, put forward by competitors such as Microcdl, Clearnet and Rogers Wirdess, they
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would be ableto rall out new servicesto dl ther cusomers, yet TELUS and the BWA would
be serioudy handicgpped in the crudd aress of innovation and the deve opment of new
savices The BWA further notes that resde arrangements typicdly limit the ability of asarvice
provider, operating under such an arangemeant, to plan into the digant future or to maintain
the confidentidity of its current marketing initiatives. Key marketing and operdting parameters,
such as qudity and cogt contral, are dso beyond the influence of the resdller becauseitis
relying on acompetitor’s nework. Microcdl’s proposd, therefore, that the BWA employ
wholesderesde arangements on its competitors infragtructures, is not acoeptableto the
BWA asthe bassfor along-term competitive Strategy.

3. NATIONAL VERSUS REGIONAL LICENSING

The BWA ds0 notes a cartain degree of confusion, among competitors, asto the gatus of
Mohility Canada sexiding PCSlicences. Rogers Wirdess, for indance, suggeststhet the
BWA and TELUS should not be able to extend their fadilities-based networks beyond their
exiding territories because they never qudified as nationd carriersin thar own right and were
not subject to expensve nationd rollout commitments. Clearngt, however, notesthat in 1995,
Mohility Caneada bid for and won a“nationd PCSlicence”

The BWA notes that Mobility Canedd s 1995 gpplication was indeed for anationd licence,
to be hdd by theindividua shareholders, in order to “operate anaiona Persond
Communicaions Savices (PCS) nework inthe2 GHz range” Interms of nationd rollout
commitments, as the Department noted a page 10 of its consultation paper, dl licensses are
ubject to the same nationa coverage requirements as a condition of licence. Moreover, as
the BWA noted in its comments, the regiond focus of the former Mobility Canedamembers
has resulited in those carriers building out extensive regiond wirdess networksin Canedd s
rurd and amdler markets The BWA submitsthat its build-out in such aressfar exceads the
minimal regiond presance that their competitors have deployed Smply to meet their conditions
of licence. Asareault, the wirdess network coverage provided by a SaskTd Mohility or
NewTd Mohility, for example, typicaly extends well beyond the urban centres served by
thelr competitorsin those markets

FHndly, in thisregard, the Department correctly summarizes the Stuaion concarmning the datus
of the Mohility Caneda licencesin its discusson paper. Initsdiscusson of nationd versus
regiond licenang, a page 9, the Department notes that:

Sincethe introduction of cdlular sarvicesin 1985, the Department has encouraged
nationd mobile coverage of cdlular and PCS sarvices through licensng ona
naiond bags, and by requiring that certain roll-out obligations be met by sarvice
providers.
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...Inthe case of Rogers Cantdl Inc., an authorization was granted to serve dll
regions of Canada. A second nationd cdlular radio infragtructure was fadilitated by
granting licences to the regiond tegphone companies operaing under the Mobility
Canada Alliance. (emphasis added)

Clealy, the former Mohility Canada licensees were authorized as nationd licences,
with attendant nationd coverage requirements, and have been operated by Mohility
Canadd s members as such. The BWA submitsthet it is even more gopropriate now
to issue such authorizations for the use of additiond gpectrum as nationd licences, to
endure the continuation of full nationa and regiond deployment of wirdess sarvices
and the development of new sarvices on anationd bess. Further, asthe BWA noted
inits comments, the mohility agpect inherent in wirdess services d <o requires that they
be provided on anationd bass. Theseindude services such as those pioneared by
SakTd Mohility and Bdl Mohility and referenced in the BWA’s comments (eg.
wirdess dectronic commerce, wirdess banking and wirdess online purchasing).
Without nationd licences, the BWA would be preduded from providing such
innovaions netiondly to dl Canadians The BWA, therefore, suggeststhat it would be
in the public interest for former Mohility Canada membersto be digibleto bid on
licences that are authorized netiondly.

The BWA nates that the mgority of parties induding those who desire to geogrgphicdly limit
the former Mohility Canada members, tend to share the BWA' sview, thet authorizing
licences on andiond bassisthe preferable goproach.  The BWA notesthat some parties
who date that they would otherwise agree with nationd licendang, have ingeed recommended
acombination of nationd and regiond licenang, and do o primarily in order to restrain the
former Mohility Canedamembers  The BWA submitsthat, in such cases these parties
despite abdief that nationd licendng is the correct goproach, find themsdves having to
recommend regiond licensesin order to accommodate their comptitive gaming Srategies
Basad on the BWA'" s recommendation that former Mobility Canada members be permitted
to acquire spectrum nationdly, the BWA strongly recommends that the auctioned gpectrum
be authorized as nationd licences. The BWA notes that anumber of parties echoed the view
expresad in the Department’ s consultation paper, i.e. that nationd licenang isa proven and
effective way to ensure that al regions benfit from the deployment of PCS spectrum and thet
such an gpproach subgtantidly supports the federd government’ s Connectedness Agenda

The BWA, therefore, strongly recommends thet the remaining 40 MHz of PCS should be
dlocated as nationd pectrum blocks The BWA's comments noted, as did the comments of
anumber of parties, that other than the former Mohility Canedalicensees, Rogers Wirdess,
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Clearnet and Microcdl each have nationd licences. Moreover, as the Department notesinits
congultation paper, even the Mohility Canada authorizations have been effectively operated as
nationd licences. The BWA submitsthet nationd licenang remains the correct goproach and
would bein the public interes.

4. ELIGIBILITY TO ACQUIRE SPECTRUM

Generally all parties agree that the Department’s 1995 Licensing Policy for
PCS has been singularly successful in stimulating competition in the wireless
sector and in providing Canadians with consumer choice and wireless prices
which are among the lowest in the world. Most parties, e.g. CWTA, RABC,
Clearnet, Microcell, Rogers Wireless and BWA noted that a high degree of
service innovation isalso evident in theindustry. With the exception of two
potential new entrants, there was agreement on the view that the introduction
of a new entrant, i.e. a party not currently licenced to provide PCS/cellular
service, could seriously weaken the health of the industry and would, therefore,
not be in the public interest. Inthisregard, the BWA and the majority of
parties, e.g. CWTA, RABC, Clearnet, Rogers Wireless and Microcell, all share
the concern raised in the Department’ s consultation paper that a licensing
policy, which either permits or guarantees the entry of new service providers,
could splinter and weaken the mobile wir el ess telecommunications market in
thelonger term. Consequently, the BWA continues to be strongly of the view
that, to ensure the ongoing health and viability of the Canadian wireless
industry, limiting participation in the auction to existing licensees would bein
the public interest.

The BWA does not support the comments by Joe Church to the effect thet dl incumbent
wirdess cariers have market power and should, therefore, be exduded from being digibleto
acquire additional PCS spectrum. As noted in the BWA' s comments, no Canadian wirdess
service provider has market power. The same condusion was reeched by the CRTC inlits
determination in Applications Requesting I nterconnection with the

Telecommuni cations Networ ks of the Federally Regulated Cellular and
Personal Communications Services Providers and Related Issues, Telecom
Order CRTC 98-1092, 3 November 1998. In addressng goplications by Aireech
Integrated Network Ltd. et d, the Commission concluded at paragraph 27 that:

.Asprevioudy noted, the drcumdances thet exig in the wirdine indudry are
different from those prevalling in the PCS and cdlular markets. In particular, in
contredt to the wirdine market, fadlitiesbasad entry wastheinitid form of
competition in the wirdess market. The Commission conddersthat the cdlular
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and PCS markets are aufficiently comptitive such thet it cannot be said that
fadlities are monopoly controlled or cannot be economicaly or technicaly
duplicated. Asaresult, none of the wirdess providers can be sad to have
dominant market power or to control bottleneck or essantid fadlities. ...

Moreover, the comments of numerous partiesin response to thisnatice, eg. Rogers Wirdess,
Clearngt, Microcdl and the CWTA,, dl atest to the high degree of competitiveness evident in
the Canadian wirdess market, akey factor rdied on by the Commisson in reaching its
determingtion.

5. SPECTRUM STRUCTURE

Concerning soectrum sructure, the BWA notes that the mgority of submissons (eg. the
BWA, Clearnet, Microcdl, Rogers Wirdess, RABC and CWTA) recommend and support a
subdivison of the remaining 40 MHz of PCS spectrum into 4 x 10 MHz blocks

6. SERVICE INNOVATION

The BWA submits thet the record demondrates, contrary to the satements of Joe Church a
pege 8 of his submisson, thet sarvice innovation abounds in the wirdess sector. Asnoted in
the BWA'’s comments, not only did the licenang of PCS set anew sandard in wirdessvoice
telephony savices it has do resulted in the variety of wirdess Internet sarvices recently
launched in Canada. Moreover, the competitiveness of the Canadian wirdess sector isdriving
sarvice providers and equipment vendors dike to innovate and offer vaue-added sarvicesasa
means of differentiation in the marketplace.

The BWA submits, therefore, that wirdess service innovation was sgnificantly enhanced by the
licenang of PCS and continues to accderate as demondrated by the increasing number of
wirdess Internet gpplications being deve oped and launched.

7. TECHNICAL ISSUES

In its consultation paper, the Department asked parties to address the technicd chdlenges that
would exist in the context of 2G deploymert, initid 3G deployment, and the anticipated
evolution from 2G to 3G.

Parties expressed varying views in reponse to thisissue with two potentiad new entrants, Joe
Church and Goldberg, suggesting that, for avariety of reasons, incumbent providers may be
reluctant to evolve quickly to 3G sarvices At the outset, the BWA notesthat thissuggestionis
mede with no bads whatsoever. In its comments, the BWA noted thet, assuming the BWA-
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8.

recommended gpectrum dructure, it does nat anticipate any sgnificant technica chdlengesin
evalving 2G technology to antidipated 3G sandards. The BWA remansfirmly of thet view.
The BWA a0 notes that the market forces a play, in the highly competitive wirdess sector,
can berdied on to ensure that technologica evolution will not be hed back by one or two
service providers atempting to address issues rlaed to sunken investment.

SPECTRUM AGGREGATION ISSUES

8.1 ESMR Service

8.2

The BWA does not support Clearnet’ s proposd, a page 27 of its comments, for what
would essertidly amount to a change in the Department’ s Spectrum Cap Palicy. Inthis
section, Clearnet is propoding thet its Enhanced Services Mobile Radio (ESMR) spectrum
holdings be exduded for the purposes of goplying the Spectrum Cap.

The BWA dissgrees with Clearnet’ s proposdl for the following ressons. The Department
has only recently reviewed and revised the Spectrum Cgp Pdlicy culminating in its November
1999 paolicy datement. The gppropriate time for Clearnet to address the suitability of the
trestment of ESMIR would have been as apart of that process. The BWA submitsthat it
would be entirdy ingppropriate and unfair to other parties to change the new palicy a this
time, so shortly after itsrelease.

Concarning ESMR savice spedificdly, the BWA notesthat ESMR isa high-mohility
radioteephony sarvice which is entirdy subdiitutable for cdlular and PCS sarviceand is
therefore, gppropriatdy captured by the current policy. The BWA notesthat for regulaory
purposes, the CRTC dso dassfies ESMR dong with PCS and cdlular sarvices, as part of
its public switched mohbile sarvices category.

Therefore, BWA submitsthat Clearnet’ SESMR saviceis gotly captured by the spectrum
cgp policy asit currently exigs.

Secondary Aggregation Limits

Inagmilar vein, a page 41, Clearnet proposes that, should the former Mohility Canada
members be permitted to acquire additiond spectrum outsde ther traditiond arees, they be
ubject to a* secondary aggregation limit.” Specificaly, Clearnet proposes that former
Mohility Canada members be redtricted to olbataining no more than 20 MHz of the remaining
PCS spectrum.

As noted above, the BWA submits that the Department’ s Spectrum Cap policy has only
recently been reviewed and modified. The BWA submitsthat it would be entirdy
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ingppropriate to add afurther redtriction, gpplicable to only certain parties, after the fact.
Moreover, having decided to employ market-based mechanisms such as auctionsto adlocate
spectrum, it would be ingppropriate for the Department to influence the participation of akey
potentid bidder by applying further restrictions such as those proposad by Clearnet.

Fndly, in thisregard, the BWA notes that the Spectrum Aggregetion Limits, addressed &
section 3.1 of the consultation paper, are outlined as the goplicable aggregation limits, not as

proposds open to discusson.
9. CONDITIONSOF LICENCE

9.1. Research and Development

The BWA nated in its comments that the dlocation of spectrum by auction isafundamenta
change in the gpproach to assgning spectrum rightsin Caneda. Unlike the Department’s
Comparative Licenang process, which is essantidly an adminidirative process, auctions
represent a market-based gpproach to the dlocation of spectrum. Among other things, the
BWA expressed the view that it does not bdieve that it would be appropriate for
government to attempt to extract even further “rent” in the form of amandated R&D
requirement, epecidly when that commitment, in and of itsdf, can be quite subgtantid.

The BWA acknowledges that R& D isakey ingredient for busness successin
technologically-basad indudtries such as wirdess communications. The BWA dso condders
tha R & D investment, egpedidly that assodated with gpectrum obtained through
competitive auction, should be determined by acarrier’ s busnessmodd rather than by
government fiat. In summary, the BWA continuesto hold the view that it is neither necessary
nor gppropriate for the Department to dipulate a Research and Devel opment investment
mandate for that spectrum which isawarded through auction.

The BWA'’s comments noted, however, thet, should the Department decide that an R& D
mandate is gopropriate, then the proposad processes to track the R& D commitment, in the
event of secondary market trander's, gppears to be overly burdensome and onerous. The
BWA continues to hald the view thet should the find licensing palicy indude an R&D
mandate, that it be | &ft to the partiesinvolved in the trandfer to negotiate the gppropriate
arangements as part of their busnessdiscussons: Such arrangements would address the
responghility for ensuring thet dl pagt and future R& D requirements are gppropriatdy
dlocated, among the parties to the trandation, aswell as the manner for reporting sameto
the Department.
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9.2Timing of the Department’s Allocation Process

The BWA nates, with some concern, Clearnet’ s suggestion at page 6 of its comments, that the
release of additiond PCS spectrum by fdl of 2000 isnat acriticd issue. Elsawhere, a page
46 of its comments, addressing the issue of the timing of the rdease of the Department’ sfind
licenang palicy, Clearnet recommends that aminimum period of between 9 to 12 months
elgpse between the rdease of thefind licenang policy and auction rules, and the subsegquent
dat of the auction. Clearngt atemptsto rationdize its proposa by suggesting that the PCS
Spectrum under congderation in this consultation process is more gopropriatdy dedt with in
ITU-WRC 2000 scheduled for May 2000.

At the outsst, the BWA notes that PCS spectrum blocks“C” and “E”, which are the
subject of this consultation paper, are dreedy dlocatied and in usein the United States. The
BWA submits, therefore, that Clearnet’s comment that had this spectrum been dlocated in
Canada subsequent to WRC-2000, thus enhancing North America sflexibility regarding 3 G
gpectrum planning, isamoaoot point. The BWA nates, in thisregard, thet the current PCS

“C" and “E’ gpectrum blocks will not even be consdered within the context of WRC-2000
discussons concarning 3G dlocaions

Inits comments, the BWA commended the Department on the timely rdease of its PCS
Auction conaultation pgper. The BWA dso expressad the view thet the expeditious rdlease
of additiond PCS spectrum would subgtantiadly advance the Government of Canadal's
Connectedness Agenda. The BWA continues to believe thet thisis the case and thet the
Depatment is falowing the right course in moving forward in an expeditious manner. Aswith
anumber of their other recommendations, the dlays Clearnet is proposing gppear to be
based essntidly on Clearnet’ sinterest in postponing the introduction of new innovaive
sarvices by its competitors rather than on public interest condderations. Contrary to
Clearnet’ s dated views, some of BWA'’s members, eg. Bdl Moahility, arein need of
additiona gpectrum to meat current cgpecity demands. Conseguently, while the spectrumiin
quedion will assg in the evolution toward 3G savices, the presant urgency surrounding this
spectrum relates as well to the cagpacity condraints currently being experienced by some
wirdesscaris BWA natestha Rogers Wirdess, beginning a page 6 of its comments,
datesthat it expects exising goectrum to come under “extreme pressure’ over the next few
years as capaaity isdriven by argpidly expanding cusomer base and by new wide-band
savices Rogersnotesin thisregard thet it is“dreedy facing goectrum shortagesin mgor
urban aress”

Therefore, while the demand for the spectrum under congderaion in this consultation is
indeed related to 3G deployment in Canada, the urgency for itsrdeaseisrdated to the
cgpacity condraints being experienced by some wirdess carrierstoday. The BWA notesin
thisregard that Clearnet found itsdf in asmilar Stuation in early 1999, when it took the
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Department to task for not moving fagt enough in addressng Clearnet’ s reques, & thet time,
for temporary rdief from the spectrum cgp in order to address cgpacity condraints being
expeaienced inits“Mike’” ESMR nework. Aligning itsdf with the conogpt thet * speed
wins’ and expressing its “high hopes and expectations for Canadd s ability to movefad”,
Clearngt in January 1999 expressed its discouragement & the time-consuming neture of the
Department’ s process.

In the current consultation process, the BWA notes thet, Snce the rlease of its spectrum cgp
policy in November 1999, the Department has made eveary effort to move expeditioudy,
dowed only once in response to requests from some dements of theindugtry. The BWA
bdievesthat the Department is on the right track and should maintain its current momentum.
In any event, the BWA notesthat timing is of the essencein order to firgt dlocate the
spectrum and then encble the successful biddersto findize their deployment plans

Fndly, the BWA nates that the postions of the existing five sarvice providers, concerning
thelr repective spectrum requirements, vary consderably. Some BWA members, dong
with Rogers Wirdess, and likdy TELUS Moahility, are or soon will be experiencing severe
Spectrum shortagesin ther larger urban centres. Such shortages have the potentid to impact
the sarvice provided to cusomers and serioudy dow network expanson. The BWA notes
that, in contradt, Clearnet dated a the time of its January 1999 gpplication for spectrum reief
that “Clearnet islicensed for 30 MHz of PCS spectrum of which only 5 MHz is currently
being utilized.” (Clearnet letter to |.C. January 6, 1999, page 2). As 800 MHz incumbents,
Rogers Wirdess and the former Mohility Caneda members were restricted to 10 MHz of
PCS spectrum in 1995 and thisis contributing to the current need for additiona spectrum.
Conssquently, Clearnet with likdly 70% of its 1.9 GHz PCS capacity il unused is
undergtandably in no rush to see additional PCS spectrum deployed any time soon.

10.CONCLUSION

The BWA apprediates the opportunity to participate in thisimportant consultation process
The BWA bdievesthat the palicy determinations flowing from this consultation will
sgnificantly influence the future deve opment of wirdess tdecommunicationsin Caneda

The BWA notesthat the mgority of parties commenting recognize that afive-carrier wirdess
indudtry sructure has evolved as areault of the dissolution of Mohbility Caneda The BWA
notes thet this evolution mirrors and complements Smilar developments in Canadd swirdine
tdecommunications indudry.

The mgority of parties dso expressad concarns about the ability of the Canedian wirdess
market to support new entrants. The BWA concurs with the mgority view thet the licenang
of new entrants would result in asplintering of the Canadian wirdess market and would not
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bein the public interest. 1t follows, therefore, that the BWA does not recommend thet any
gpectrum be st asde for new entrants.

Asthe Department noted in its consultation paper, the former members of Mohility Caneda
were subject to the same nationd coverage requirements as dl other wirdesscarriers: The
BWA notes that the former members of Mohility Caneda have unsurpassed recordsin
deveoping thar wirdess networks extensvey throughout Caneada sregions. Allowing these
cariersto acquire additional gpectrum on antiond basswill engble them to continue to
provide viable competitive networks and continue the deployment of advanced wirdess
sarvices throughout Caneda.

The BWA does not support the proposals of Clearnet to exdudeits ESMR sarvice for the
purposes of determining the gpectrum aggregation limit. Smilarly, the BWA does nat bdieve

it gopropriate to goply a secondary aggregation limit to the former members of Mohility
Canada.

Concarning timing, the BWA notes theat the record indicates that some incumbent carriers are
currently experiencing cgpadity condraintsin thar neworks. The BWA bdieves therefore,
that it isimportant thet the Department continue to address in an expeditious manner the
release of additional PCS spectrum as contemplated in its consultation paper.

All of which iss respectfuly submited.



