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1. Introduction and Executive Summary  

1. In Telecom Decision CRTC 2020-80,1 the Canadian Radio-television and 

Telecommunications Commission released a decision regarding the billing practices of 

Koodo Mobile, which is owned by TELUS (the Koodo Decision). In that decision, the 

Commission denied a joint application by the Public Interest Advocacy Centre and the 

National Pensioners Federation (PIAC-NPF) to require Koodo and other wireless service 

providers to provide paper bills to its customers upon request. The Commission found no 

existing legislative or regulatory obligation mandating the provision of paper bills, and 

since the record was limited to Koodo alone, the Commission determined that creating a 

new obligation affecting all wireless service providers would not be in the public interest. 

2. Simultaneously with the release of the Koodo Decision, the Commission commenced a 

new, separate proceeding to more broadly examine the paper billing policies of all 

telecommunication service providers and broadcasting distribution undertakings 

(collectively, communications service providers or CSPs), not just Koodo (the Paper 

Billing Proceeding).2 Despite the new Paper Billing Proceeding, PIAC-NPF filed a petition 

requesting the Governor in Council rescind the Koodo Decision, or refer it back for 

reconsideration with a direction to the Commission “to consider consumer rights to paper 

billing as a paramount requirement.”3  

3. This petition is duplicative of the Paper Billing Proceeding. The record of the Paper Billing 

Proceeding is now closed and the decision is under reserve. TELUS’ submissions in the 

Paper Billing Proceeding are attached as Appendices A and B to this submission and fully 

address the issues PIAC-NPF raise in this petition. In its submissions before the 

Commission, TELUS requests that the Commission refrain from intervening in regard to 

the billing practices of CSPs, as it hinders technological innovation and differentiated 

                                                 
1  Telecom Decision CRTC 2020-80, Public Interest Advocacy Centre and National Pensioners Federation – 

Application regarding paper billing by Koodo Mobile, 3 March 2020 (the Koodo Decision).  
2  Broadcasting and Telecom Notice of Consultation 2020-81, Call for comments – Provision of paper bills by 

communications service providers, 3 March 2020 (BTNC 2020-81). 
3   PIAC-NPF, Petition to the Governor in Council concerning Telecom Decision CRTC 2020-80, Public Interest 

Advocacy Centre and National Pensioners Federation – Application regarding paper billing by Koodo Mobile, 

1 June 2020 (the PIAC-NPF Petition), para. 36.  
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service offerings, ignores the solutions already available in the market, and is inconsistent 

with legislative objectives and policy directions. 

4. The Governor in Council should decline to exercise its power under subsection 12(1) of 

the Telecommunications Act4 for five reasons. First, the petition is premature. The 

Commission is considering the same issues in the new proceeding that PIAC-NPF ask the 

Governor in Council to consider here. To the extent PIAC-NPF is still unsatisfied with the 

Commission’s decision in the new proceeding, it can file a fresh petition at that time.  

5. Second, the Koodo Decision does not meet the threshold required for intervention in 

Commission decisions. The Governor in Council should intervene only in extraordinary 

circumstances when a decision is inconsistent with public policy objectives or is the result 

of an extreme error. PIAC-NPF has not met this high threshold. 

6. Third, PIAC’s connection with the pulp and paper industry discredits its consumer 

advocacy. In its submissions on this issue, PIAC-NPF has purported to represent 

“vulnerable consumer interests” when advocating for mandatory paper billing.  However, 

as set out in TELUS’ submissions in the Paper Billing Proceeding, it has since come to 

light that PIAC is part of an American coalition controlled by the pulp and paper industry. 

The Governor in Council should recognize that PIAC-NPF’s advocacy is in fact part of a 

coalition designed to bolster the declining paper business through a regulatory mandate. 

7. Fourth, in arriving at its decision in the Koodo Decision, the Commission properly 

interpreted and applied the Telecommunications Act and its policy directions in arriving at 

the conclusion that paper billing regulation was not needed or justified. Applying the 

principles of statutory interpretation, the Commission properly concluded that section 27.2 

cannot be interpreted so liberally as to create an obligation to provide paper bills when the 

words of the statute convey no such obligation. 

8. Fifth, the Koodo Decision not to mandate paper bills is consistent with numerous policy 

objectives, existing consumer protection measures and TELUS’ core principle of 

Customers First. 

                                                 
4 S.C. 1993, c. 38 [Telecommunications Act]. 
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2. Procedural Background  

9. On June 4, 2018, PIAC-NPF jointly filed an application5 pursuant to subsection 48(1) of 

the Telecommunications Act,6 which requested that the Commission: (1) clarify that all 

wireless service providers must offer paper billing, upon request and at no charge, or in the 

alternative, (2) impose a condition of service requiring all wireless service providers to 

offer paper billing upon request.7 

10. The PIAC-NPF Application was prompted by Koodo’s decision in April 2018 to migrate 

certain existing customers away from paper billing to electronic billing. The migration 

applied only to customers who were receiving paper bills and had activated their Koodo 

online self-serve accounts. Customers with accessibility needs who were receiving paper 

bills, and customers who had activated their service before 2015 but had not activated their 

self-serve accounts, continued to receive paper bills.8  

11. In its answer, TELUS requested the Commission dismiss the PIAC-NPF Application, and 

explained in particular that Koodo differentiates itself from other wireless providers in the 

market by focusing on customers who are comfortable receiving their bills and otherwise 

managing their accounts through online digital tools.9 

12. The Commission released the Koodo Decision on March 3, 2020, dismissing the PIAC-

NPF Application. The Commission found that there was no existing legislative or 

regulatory obligation mandating the provision of paper bills under the Telecommunications 

Act, and that to do so would be contrary to the 2006 Policy Direction.10 Further, since the 

                                                 
5   PIAC-NPF, Part I Application Regarding Paper Billing by Koodo Mobile, 4 June 2018 (the PIAC-NPF 

Application). 
6  Subsection 48(1) of the Telecommunications Act states: “The Commission may, on application by any 

interested person or on its own motion, inquire into and make a determination in respect of anything prohibited, 

required or permitted to be done under Part II, except in relation to international submarine cables, Part III or 

this Part or under any special Act, and the Commission shall inquire into any matter on which it is required to 

report or take action under section 14.”  
7  PIAC-NPF Application, para. 2; and Koodo Decision, para. 5. 
8  Koodo Decision, para. 5. 
9   TELUS, PIAC-NPF Part 1 Application Regarding Paper Billing by Koodo Mobile - Answer of TELUS 

Communications Inc., 6 July 2018. 
10  Order Issuing a Direction to the CRTC on Implementing the Canadian Telecommunications Policy Objectives, 

SOR/2006-355, 14 December 2006 (the 2006 Policy Direction). 
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record was limited to Koodo alone, the Commission determined that it would not be in the 

public interest to create a new obligation that would affect all wireless service providers.11  

13. Due to the limited record before it, the Commission recognized that it did not have 

information regarding the billing practices of other CSPs (in both the telecommunications 

or broadcasting sectors). As a result, the Commission commenced the Paper Billing 

Proceeding simultaneously with the release of the Koodo Decision to more broadly 

examine the issues surrounding the provision of paper bills. 

3. The PIAC-NPF Petition is Premature 

14. The PIAC-NPF petition is premature, given that the Commission has already commenced 

a new proceeding on the same issues PIAC-NPF asks the Governor in Council to consider.  

15. In the Paper Billing Proceeding, the Commission is considering four issues: (i) whether 

there is a need for Canadians or certain groups of Canadians to continue to receive paper 

bills; (ii) whether Commission intervention is appropriate and warranted with respect to 

the paper billing practices of telecommunication service providers and broadcasting 

distribution undertakings; (iii) if Commission intervention is appropriate and warranted, 

what measures, if any, the Commission should impose with respect to paper billing 

practices; and (iv) to whom and how any new obligations should apply.12 

16. Here, PIAC-NPF petition the Governor in Council to “ensure consumers have the choice 

of format for all communication services, and in particular, wireless bills (invoices)”.13 The 

new Paper Billing Proceeding addresses this issue (and others) with the benefit of a 

complete record from CSPs, consumer advocacy groups, accessibility groups and 

individual Canadians. TELUS’ filed submissions in the Paper Billing Proceeding – which 

fully address the issues PIAC-NPF raise in this petition – are attached to this petition as 

Appendices A and B. 14  

                                                 
11  Koodo Decision, paras. 54, and 62-63. 
12  BTNC 2020-81, para. 9. 
13  PIAC-NPF, Cover letter to the PIAC-NPF Petition, 1 June 2020, p. 1.  
14   At the time of filing this Submission, TELUS and other intervenors have filed responses to request for 

information on June 30, 2020, interventions on July 3, 2020, and replies on July 24, 2020.  
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17. The Governor in Council should decline to intervene in the Koodo Decision. It should 

instead defer to the Commission as the appropriate administrative decision maker on these 

matters and not engage prematurely in the administrative process set out by the 

Telecommunications Act and the Commission. In Tran v Canada, the Supreme Court of 

Canada held that “while courts have the discretion to hear an application for judicial review 

prior to the completion of the administrative process and the exhaustion of appeal 

mechanisms, they should exercise restraint before doing so”.15 The same principle applies 

here – while the Governor in Council has the discretion to consider the PIAC-NPF Petition 

while the Commission’s decision in the Paper Billing Proceeding is pending, it should 

exercise restraint and refrain from doing so. To the extent PIAC-NPF is still unsatisfied 

with the Commission’s decision in the Paper Billing Proceeding, it can file a fresh petition 

at that time.  

4. PIAC-NPF has not met the high threshold for Governor in Council intervention 

18. The Governor in Council should decline to intervene in the Koodo Decision, given the high 

threshold required for intervention in Commission decisions. Parliamentary committee 

debates show that subsection 12(1) of the Telecommunications Act was intended to be used 

“only when there is a decision made which is inconsistent with public policy objectives, or 

where there is an error which is fairly extreme.”16 Even then, Parliament recognized that 

the Governor in Council “does so in every instance with considerable controversy.”17  

                                                 
15  [2017] 2 SCR 289 at para. 22. Similarly, “The normal rule is that parties to an administrative proceeding may 

proceed to the court system only after all adequate remedial recourses in the administrative process have been 

exhausted. This means that, ordinarily, a party to an administrative proceeding must put to the administrative 

decision-maker all arguments that it has the jurisdiction to hear, and must obtain its decision, before launching 

an application for judicial review”. Alexion Pharmaceuticals Inc. v Canada (Attorney General), 2017 FCA 241 

at para. 47. 
16  Canada, Parliament, Senate, Standing Committee on Transport and Communications, Proceedings, 34th Parl, 

3rd Sess, Vol. 2 No. 10-19 (4 May 1992). See 12:46-47 where the Minister of Communications, Perrin Beatty, 

states “governments [must] use the power sparingly and only in the most extraordinary circumstances […] 

[T]he CRTC does its job well and effectively. One of the reasons why we have a body such as the CRTC to do 

that is to give a process which is open and transparent and which will satisfy people that decisions have been 

fairly made. It is only when there is a decision made which is inconsistent with public policy objectives, or 

where there is an error which is fairly extreme, that the government would want to intervene. It does so in every 

instance with considerable controversy.” 
17  Ibid. 
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19. Indeed, since the Telecommunications Act was introduced in 1993, best practices in public 

policymaking and the importance of administrative independence to the Canadian legal 

and regulatory regime have historically dictated that the Governor in Council should 

hesitate to interfere with Commission decisions.18 In 2000, then Industry Minister John 

Manley emphasized that the Commission must be given broad authority to regulate within 

its mandate: “[w]e must leave the CRTC to regulate. When it comes to intervening in 

CRTC decisions, we must set the bar high. If we don’t, we undermine the independent 

regulatory authority. These decisions involve matters best left to the regulator.”19 In 2003, 

Minister Manley’s successor stated that the Governor in Council “will rarely vary a 

decision of the Commission, except in extraordinary circumstances.”20 

20. The Koodo Decision is not an extraordinary circumstance – it is neither inconsistent with 

public policy objectives nor the result of an extreme error. As will be explained in Section 

5 below, the Commission properly interpreted section 27.2 of the Telecommunications Act 

and the accompanying 2006 Policy Direction in determining that there is no legislative or 

regulatory obligation for CSPs to provide paper bills.  

5. PIAC’s connection with the pulp and paper industry discredits its consumer advocacy 

21. In the proceeding leading to the Koodo Decision, in the Paper Billing Proceeding, and in 

this Petition, PIAC purports to represent “vulnerable consumer interests” when advocating 

for mandatory paper billing.21 In the Paper Billing Proceeding, PIAC specifically purports 

to intervene on “behalf of all Canadian consumers and in particular senior members of 

NPF”.22  

                                                 
18  Michael Ryan, Canadian Telecommunications Law and Regulation (Toronto: Thomson Reuters Canada 

Limited, 2017), looseleaf updated 2018, §919. 
19   Speaking Notes for the Honourable John Manley, Minister of Industry, CANARIE/NET 2000, (28 June 2000) 

at para 12, cited in the Canadian Cable Telecommunications Association’s response dated 7 November 2005 

to the petitions to the Governor in Council requesting a review of Regulatory framework for voice 

communication services using Internet Protocol, Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, 12 May 2005. 
20  Government of Canada, News Release (26 March 2003), cited in H. Janisch, "Firing on All Cylinders: 

Responsibilities in Canadian Telecommunications Regulation", attachment to the submission of TELUS 

Communications Inc. to the Telecommunications Policy Review (15 August 2005) at para. 32.  
21  PIAC-NPF Application, para. 3; PIAC-NPF Petition, para. 3. 
22  PIAC-NPF Intervention, CRTC BTNC 2020-81, 3 July 2020, para. E1. 
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22. However, as set out in TELUS’ Reply in the Paper Billing Proceeding, it has since come 

to light that PIAC is part of an American coalition controlled by the pulp and paper 

industry.23  

23. In the Paper Billing Proceeding, the Commission received several interventions from 

consumer advocacy groups, including an intervention from a group known as Keep Me 

Posted North America (KMPNA), which runs a “pro-consumer campaign” called Keep Me 

Posted. According to its intervention and website, KMPNA is an American-based coalition 

of consumer groups, charities and businesses, seeking to “protect consumers’ right to 

choose between paper, digital and any other available delivery method, presenting 

independent research to quantify the negative impacts and penalties for consumers who are 

denied paper-based communications.”24 

24. KMPNA is not, however, the grassroots organization it purports to be. In a press release 

launching the campaign, KMPNA describes itself as “an advocacy campaign run by Two 

Sides North America, Inc.”,25 an industry lobby group with hundreds of members from the 

forestry, pulp, paper, inks and chemicals, pre-press, press, finishing, publishing, printing, 

envelopes, and postal sectors.26 In addition to sharing the same Chicago office, KMPNA 

and Two Sides North America share the same executive, Phil Riebel, “a senior 

sustainability advisor to the forest, paper and print sector.”27 

25. PIAC has been a KMPNA coalition member since at least February 2019, when PIAC 

posted an online media release announcing support for the campaign.28 While ostensibly a 

                                                 
23  TELUS Reply, CRTC BTNC 2020-81, 24 July 2020, Appendix B (TELUS Reply), paras. 9-19. 
24  KMPNA Intervention, CRTC BTNC 2020-81, 3 July 2020, p. 1.   
25  KMPNA, Paper or Digital? Keep Me Posted North America Launches to Protect the Consumer’s Right to 

Choose, December 2018, online: https://www.globenewswire.com/news-

release/2018/12/03/1660884/0/en/Paper-or-Digital-Keep-Me-Posted-North-America-Launches-to-Protect-

the-Consumer-s-Right-to-Choose.html.    
26  Two Sides, Paper or Digital? Keep Me Posted North America Launches to Protect the Consumer’s Right to 

Choose, online: https://twosidesna.org/US/paper-or-digital-keep-me-posted-north-america-launches-to-

protect-the-consumers-right-to-choose/.   
27  Ibid; Two Sides North America, Key Contacts, online: https://twosidesna.org/key-contacts/; Two Sides UK, 

Ten Ways to Green your Paper – RISI Article and White Paper, 4 November 2010, online: 

https://www.twosides.info/UK/Ten-Ways-to-Green-your-Paper---RISI-Article-and-White-Paper-/. 
28  PIAC, PIAC Supports Keep Me Posted, a Campaign for Protecting the Consumers’ Right to Choose Paper or 

Digital Communications, February 2019, online: https://www.piac.ca/our-specialities/piac-supports-keep-me-

posted-a-campaign-for-protecting-the-consumers-right-to-choose-paper-or-digital-communications/; See also 

KMPA, Supporters, online: https://keepmepostedna.org/supporters/, 

https://twosidesna.org/key-contacts/
https://www.twosides.info/UK/Ten-Ways-to-Green-your-Paper---RISI-Article-and-White-Paper-/
https://www.piac.ca/our-specialities/piac-supports-keep-me-posted-a-campaign-for-protecting-the-consumers-right-to-choose-paper-or-digital-communications/
https://www.piac.ca/our-specialities/piac-supports-keep-me-posted-a-campaign-for-protecting-the-consumers-right-to-choose-paper-or-digital-communications/
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consumer voice representing “vulnerable consumer interests”, the Governor in Council 

should recognize that despite PIAC-NPF’s statement that they advocate this position as a 

consumer group, they are in fact party to a coalition led by the pulp and paper industry, 

designed to bolster the declining paper business through a regulatory mandate. 

6. The Commission properly interpreted the Telecommunications Act and its Policy 

Directions 

26. PIAC-NPF argues that the Commission misinterpreted and engineered a narrow reading of 

the law, resulting in a decision that disregards the basic human needs of Koodo 

customers.29 This submission is predominately based on PIAC-NPF’s misunderstanding of 

the 2019 Policy Direction30 and the Telecommunications Act.  

 Section 27.2 of the Telecommunications Act does not create an obligation to provide 

paper bills 

27. In the Koodo Decision, the Commission considered whether any legislative or regulatory 

provision mandates the provision of paper bills upon request. The Commission first 

reviewed section 27.2 of the Telecommunications Act, an amendment introduced in 2014. 

Section 27.2 provides that “Any person who provides telecommunications services shall 

not charge a subscriber for providing the subscriber with a paper bill.” The Commission 

concluded that the section could not be interpreted as PIAC-NPF suggested: 

In this case, section 27.2 unambiguously prohibits communications service 

providers from charging subscribers for the provision of paper bills. When 

considered within the surrounding context of the Act as a whole, there is 

no indication that Parliament intended this provision to be interpreted as 

also imposing an obligation to provide subscribers with paper bills. While 

the Interpretation Act requires a fair, large, and liberal construction and 

interpretation, the Commission is of the view that section 27.2 cannot be 

interpreted so liberally as to create an obligation to provide paper bills 

                                                 
29  PIAC-NPF Petition, paras. 12 and 15. 
30  Order Issuing a Direction to the CRTC on Implementing the Canadian Telecommunications Policy Objectives 

to Promote Competition, Affordability, Consumer Interests and Innovation, SOR/2019-227 (the 2019 Policy 

Direction). The 2019 Direction is intended to guide the Commission on how to implement the 2006 Policy 

Direction. The preamble to the 2019 Policy Direction states: “Whereas one of the purposes of the additional 

directions is to guide the Commission on how the 2006 Direction is to be implemented”. 
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when the words of the statute convey no such obligation.31 [Emphasis 

added] 

28. The Commission also considered whether any regulations created the obligation to provide 

paper bills, specifically the Wireless Code.32 After considering the relevant sections cited 

by PIAC-NPF,33 the Commission agreed with TELUS and confirmed that the “Wireless 

Code neither includes nor applies to bills.”34   

29. The Commission’s analysis is not an engineered or narrow reading of the law. It is 

consistent with the modern principle of statutory interpretation: “the words of an Act are 

to be read in their entire context, in their grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously 

with the scheme of the Act, the object of the Act, and the intention of Parliament”.35  

30. Parliamentary committee discussions from 2014 make it clear that section 27.2 was 

intended to end “pay-to-pay”, not compel all providers to issue paper bills.36 Further, at the 

time the amendment was introduced, Parliament must be presumed to have considered 

whether to mandate paper bills and to have declined to impose such an obligation: the 

Supreme Court of Canada has held that it is “axiomatic of statutory interpretation that 

Parliament must be taken as being aware of the social and historical context in which it 

makes its intention known.”37 By 2014, electronic billing was already widespread within 

the industry; its presence was not something that Parliament needed to imagine might 

happen in the future. In fact, the Government of Canada had been encouraging Canadians 

                                                 
31  Koodo Decision, para. 30. 
32  The Wireless Code, Appendix 1 to Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2017-200, 15 June 2017. 
33   PIAC-NPF Application, paras. 18, 22 and 34.  
34  Koodo Decision, para. 31. 
35   Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Re), [1998] 1 S.C.R. 27 at 21 (quoting E. A. Driedger, Construction of Statutes (2nd 

ed. 1983), at p. 87). 
36  Canada, Parliament, House of Commons, Standing Committee on Industry, Science and 

Technology, Proceedings, 41st Parl, 2nd Sess, No. 028 (6 November 2014). See p. 0850 where Adam Scott, 

Director, Business and Regulatory Analysis, Telecommunications Branch, Strategic Policy Sector, Department 

of Industry, said at a Parliamentary Committee meeting at the time: “First up is the issue of pay-to-pay, also 

known as paper billing fees, […] The amendment to the Telecommunications Act is a direct response to the 

government's commitment to end pay-to-pay. The amendment prohibits telecommunications service providers 

from charging their customers for bills in paper form. A parallel amendment has been put forward for the 

Broadcasting Act to address providers of television services and subscription radio services.”  
37  Moge v. Moge, [1992] 3 SCR 813 at 857. Similarly, “[t]he legislature is … presumed to have knowledge of 

practical affairs. It understands commercial practices and the functioning of public institutions, for example, 

and is familiar with the problems its legislation is meant to address.” Ruth Sullivan, Sullivan on the 

Construction of Statutes, 6th ed (Markham: LexisNexis, 2014) at 205. 
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to use online government services for years. Thus, despite a presumed awareness of the 

growth of electronic billing, and having examined the nature of billing for 

telecommunications services, Parliament expressly determined not to impose a mandatory 

billing obligation.  

 The Koodo Decision is consistent with the Telecommunication Act policy objectives and 

the 2006 Policy Direction 

31. Under section 47 of the Telecommunications Act, the Commission is directed to exercise 

its regulatory powers and duties: with a view to implementing the objectives of Canadian 

telecommunications policy set out in section 7; ensuring that Canadian carriers provide 

telecommunications services and charge rates in accordance with section 27; and in 

accordance with directions issued by the Governor in Council made under section 8.  

32. The Commission looked to the policy objective in section 7(h) of the Telecommunications 

Act, which provides that telecommunications policy must “respond to the economic and 

social requirements of users of telecommunications services.” The Commission noted that 

PIAC-NPF did not provide any evidence sufficient for the Commission to conclude that 

the marketplace had failed to meet an economic or social need regarding the provision of 

paper bills and that Commission intervention was warranted, since the evidence related 

largely to Koodo.38 Since other wireless service providers offered paper bills, consumers 

have competitive options available in the market to respond to their needs. As such, the 

Commission found that there was no evidence that additional obligations regarding 

accessible billing were necessary, and that Koodo customers had other non-online options 

for paying bills (including through pre-authorized payment or at a bank branch), and 

acknowledged that a growing majority of seniors are becoming digitally literate.39  

33. As outlined in greater detail in TELUS’ Intervention in the Paper Billing Proceeding, the 

Commission’s findings are also consistent with the policy objectives in section 7(c) and 

(f), which direct the Commission to “enhance the efficiency and competitiveness […] of 

Canadian telecommunications” and “foster increased reliance on market forces for the 

                                                 
38  Koodo Decision, para. 57.  
39  Koodo Decision, para. 57-59. 
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provision of telecommunications services and to ensure that regulation, where required, is 

efficient and effective.”40 

34. The Commission also looked to the Governor in Council’s 2006 Policy Direction (the only 

section 8 policy direction applicable to the Commission at the time), which states that the 

Commission must “rely on market forces to the maximum extent feasible” and that when 

relying on regulation, it must “use measures that are efficient and proportionate to their 

purpose and that interfere with the operation of competitive market forces to the minimum 

extent necessary to meet the policy objectives”. In its analysis, the Commission noted that 

other wireless service providers were still providing paper bills, meaning that consumers 

had competitive options available in the market to respond to their needs. The offering of 

paper bills therefore operated as a competitive incentive, such that one CSP’s refusal to 

cater to a consumer’s demand for paper bills could be another’s opportunity to gain a 

customer.41  

35. The Commission therefore reasonably concluded that the marketplace served consumers’ 

economic or social needs regarding the provision of paper bills,42 and that mandating paper 

billing would be contrary to the 2006 Policy Direction because it would “impair the 

[wireless service providers’] ability to differentiate their service offerings in the market, 

for example, by offering their customers paper bills.”43  

 The 2019 Policy Direction does not apply to the Koodo Decision 

36. Based on an incomplete reading of the Telecommunications Act, PIAC-NPF argues that the 

Commission wrongly interpreted the law and therefore did not consider the 2019 Policy 

Direction. If it had, PIAC-NPF reasons that the Commission would have concluded 

differently.44  

37. Pursuant to section 11 of the Telecommunications Act, a policy direction made under 

section 8 is binding on the Commission beginning on the day on which the direction comes 

                                                 
40  TELUS Intervention, CRTC BTNC 2020-81, 3 July 2020, Appendix A (TELUS Intervention), para. 56.  
41  Koodo Decision, para. 54.  
42  Koodo Decision, para. 57. 
43  Koodo Decision, para. 54.  
44  PIAC-NPF Petition, para 23.  
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into force, including matters then pending before the Commission, if the direction so 

provides (which the 2019 Policy Direction does).45 However, a policy direction does not 

apply to a matter pending before the Commission if: a) final submissions have been filed 

in respect of that matter and b) less than one year has expired since the period for filing 

final submissions has ended.46 

38. The 2019 Policy Direction came into force on June 17, 2019. Final submissions in the 

proceeding leading to the Koodo Decision were filed on July 18, 2018, and thus less than 

one year (approximately 11 months) had expired since the period for filing final 

submissions had ended.47 Therefore, pursuant to subsection 11(3) of the 

Telecommunications Act, the policy direction did not apply to the PIAC-NPF Application 

pending before the Commission, as noted in the Koodo Decision.48   

39. In any event, as outlined in TELUS’ Intervention in the Paper Billing Proceeding, the 

Koodo Decision is not only consistent with the new 2019 Policy Direction, but furthers its 

objectives. Among other things, the 2019 Policy Direction provides that, in exercising its 

powers and performing its duties, the Commission must consider how its decisions can: 

“encourage all forms of competition and investment”, “enhance and protect the rights of 

consumers in their relationships with telecommunications service providers, including 

rights related to accessibility”, and “enable innovation in telecommunications services, 

including new technologies and differentiated service offerings”.49 The Koodo Decision 

furthers these objectives, as the current market for paper bills operates as a competitive 

incentive for CSPs, offers consumers several competitive options, and enables digital 

service innovation and differentiated service offerings. 

                                                 
45  Telecommunications Act, subsections 11(1) and (2). 
46  Telecommunications Act, subsection 11(3).  
47  PIAC-NPF filed its Part I Application on June 6, 2018. Interventions and TELUS’ answer were filed on July 

6, 2018. PIAC-NPF filed its reply on July 16, 2020. The Commission then issued requests for information on 

August 22, 2018. Responses to the request for information were filed on September 12, 2018. Comments on 

the responses were to be filed by September 21, 2020. 
48  Koodo Decision, footnote 9. 
49  2019 Policy Direction, sections 1(a)(i), 1(a)(iv) and 1(a)(vi), respectively. See TELUS Intervention, Appendix 

A, para. 57. 
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7. TELUS’ focus on electronic billing is supported by policy, existing consumer protection 

measures and TELUS’ core Customers First principle 

40. As outlined in TELUS’ Intervention in the Paper Billing Proceeding, the Koodo Decision 

not to mandate paper bills is consistent with numerous policy objectives, existing consumer 

protection measures and TELUS’ core principle of Customers First.50  

41. TELUS and Koodo billing policies focus on electronic billing. This focus is supported by 

numerous policy reasons – including environmental sustainability, consistency with 

consumer and industry trends, and responsiveness to external variables. It is also consistent 

with consumer needs and expectations as familiarity and usage of digital tools continues to 

increase, particularly among Canadian seniors.51  

42. TELUS’ policies also take into account the considerable existing consumer protection 

measures already in place, including section 27.2 of the Telecommunications Act, section 

34.1 of the Broadcasting Act,52 the Television Service Provider Code,53 Wireless Code,54 

Internet Code,55 and various accessibility regulations.56 

43. First and foremost, however, TELUS’ policies are driven by our core principle of 

Customers First. TELUS has a singular focus on the customer throughout the company. 

The Customers First program, which started in 2008 and into which TELUS has invested 

billions of dollars, is what sets TELUS apart from its competitors. Putting customers first 

means offering products that are right for customers; fair and transparent pricing; customer-

friendly sales processes; network reliability; and superior and stress-free interactions with 

TELUS customers, including through the billing process.57  

                                                 
50  TELUS Intervention, Appendix A, paras. 10, 11 and 12-35; TELUS Reply, Appendix B, paras. 33, 44-45.   
51  TELUS Intervention, Appendix A, para. 12-35.  
52  S.C. 1991, c. 11.   
53  Television Service Provider Code, Broadcasting Regulatory Policy CRTC 2016-1.   
54  Wireless Code, Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2013-271.   
55  Internet Code, Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2019-269.   
56  Alternative formats for a person who is blind, Order CRTC 2001-690, 31 August 2001, and Extending the 

availability of alternative formats to consumers who are blind, Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-13, 8 March 

2002. See also Accessibility of telecommunications and broadcasting services, BTNC 2009-430, 21 July 2009, 

Accessibility of telecommunications and broadcasting services TRP CRTC 2010-132, 4 March 2010. TELUS 

Intervention, Appendix A, para. 10; TELUS Reply, Appendix B, para. 33. 
57  TELUS Intervention, Appendix A, para. 11; TELUS Reply, Appendix B, paras. 44-45. 
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44. The statutory provisions, robust consumer protection measures, and regulations – 

combined with TELUS’ Customer First approach – equalize and clarify the relationship 

between CSPs and consumers, and address the central concerns set out by individual 

consumers in NPF-PIAC’s petition regarding the move to electronic billing. 

8. Conclusion 

45. The Governor in Council should decline to exercise its power under subsection 12(1) of 

the Telecommunications Act. First, as set out above, the petition is premature, given that 

the CRTC is presently considering these exact issues. Second, PIAC-NPF does not 

demonstrate an error that reaches the high threshold for intervention in Commission 

decisions (reserved for extraordinary circumstances). Third, the Commission properly 

applied and interpreted the Telecommunications Act, its policy objectives and the 2006 and 

2019 Policy Directions in determining that Koodo and other wireless service providers 

have no legal obligation to provide paper bills upon request, which is a decision supported 

by numerous policy reasons, existing consumer protection regulation, and TELUS’ billing 

policies generally.  
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Appendix A -  Intervention of TELUS Communications Inc. dated June 30, 2020 in 

Broadcasting and Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2020-81, Call for comments – 

Provision of paper bills by communications service providers 
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Appendix B -  Reply of TELUS Communications Inc. dated July 24, 2020 in 

Broadcasting and Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2020-81, Call for comments – 

Provision of paper bills by communications service providers 

 

 


