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BY ACCESS KEY 
 
29 March 2012 
 
Mr. John Traversy 
Secretary General  
CANADIAN RADIO-TELEVISION AND 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Ottawa (Ontario) K1A 0N2 

 
Re: CRTC No. 8662-S9-201201342: Part 1 Application by Shaw Cablesystems 

G.P. to review and vary Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-703 - 
Cogeco Comments 

 

 
Dear Mr. Traversy: 

 

1. Cogeco Cable Inc. (Cogeco) is in receipt of the Part 1 Application, dated 3 

February 2012, and revised version, dated 8 March 2012 (the Application), by Shaw 

Cablesystems G.P. to review and vary Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-703. 

Pursuant to the procedure enunciated in the Commission staff letter issued on 22 

March 2012, Cogeco is hereby providing the following comments. 

 

2. In its Application, Shaw submitted that the Commission made “a number of 

unsubstantiated, arbitrary and internally inconsistent adjustments to Shaw’s TPIA Cost 

Study that was submitted to the Commission in December of 2010”1. As a result, Shaw 

argued that “the net impact of the Commission’s adjustments to Shaw’s Cost Study is 

to unfairly favour third party Internet service providers (“independent ISPs”), who do 

not risk their own capital to invest in broadband facilities, over facilities-based carriers 

such as Shaw which invest billions of dollars in such networks.”2 Accordingly, Shaw is 

                                                
1
 Paragraph 2 of Shaw’s Application. 

2
 Paragraph 3 of Shaw’s Application. 
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requesting that the Commission review and vary several determinations regarding 

Shaw’s Cost Study.  

 
3. Cogeco notes that certain of the determinations challenged by Shaw also apply 

to all cable carriers, including Cogeco.  Sharing the view expressed by Shaw, Cogeco 

is particularly concerned by the impact of the Commission determinations on Cogeco’s 

TPIA rates regarding the following issues: 1) the traffic growth, 2) the TPIA end-users 

demand, and 3) the cost study start date. 

 

4. Traffic growth. In TRP 2011-703, paragraph 98, the Commission determined 

that all HSI service providers would be subject to similar traffic growth and accordingly 

“applied two years of traffic growth rates per retail customer consistent with historical 

levels, followed by a constant growth rate of 20 percent for each of the remaining years 

of the study period.” In contrast, Cogeco used the following higher traffic growth 

projections in its 10-Y cost study3: 

 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

40.0% 38.0% 35.0% 33.0% 30.0% 30.0% 25.0% 25.0% 20.0% 20.0% 

 
5. As did Shaw, Cogeco submits that these traffic growth rates were consistent 

with its experience4 and even conservative in light of the evidence provided on the 

record of this proceeding. As submitted in response to interrogatory Cogeco(CRTC)4 

Feb11-106, Cogeco reiterates that : 

… using a growth rate assumption of 20% per year is unrealistic and 
misleading. During the last five years, the Internet traffic growth 
measured by Cogeco was higher than 20% and has shown a significant 
increase during the last two years. See response to Cogeco(CRTC) 
4Feb11-107. This trend will not disappear by magic. In this regard, it is 

                                                
3
 See the supplemental abridged version of Attachment 3 of Cogeco(CRTC)15Sep10-101 filed on 20 

April 2011, in response to interrogatory Cogeco(CNOC)11Feb11-1, as requested in the CRTC 5 April 
2011 letter. 
4
 See response to interrogatory Cogeco(CRTC)4Feb11-107d). 
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also worth noting that Cisco found that Global IP traffic grew 45 percent 
during 2009 and forecasted that this traffic will quadruple from 2009 to 
2014, growing at a compound annual growth rate of 34 percent (Visual 
Networking Index: Forecast and Methodology, 2009-2014, 2 June 
2010). 
 

6. The Commission provided no reason or justification for the 20% traffic growth 

estimates it chose to apply to all service providers for the remaining years of the 10-Y 

study period following the first two years. As a result, this Commission adjustment 

denied Cogeco and other cable carriers the ability to recover their costs and make a 

reasonable return on their investment. 

 

7. TPIA end-users demand.  In TRP 2011-703, paragraph 140, the Commission 

determined “a wholesale TPIA share of total demand of 5 percent by 2020 to calculate 

the TPIA service Phase II costs.” This adjustment is not in line with Cogeco‘s 

experience nor with the forecast used in Cogeco’s cost study. 

 

8. Since Cogeco provides wholesale HSI access services, TPIA end-users have 

never represented more than 1% of Cogeco’s total Internet customers. While Cogeco 

expects that this ratio will probably increase with the implementation of two provincial 

aggregated POIs, it has never forecasted such a higher share of its total end-user 

demand. Coupled with higher growth forecasts for Cogeco’s own retail customer base, 

the application of the Commission’s determination results in a number of TPIA end-

users at the end of the 10-Y study period that is double the number originally estimated 

in Cogeco’s cost study.  

 
9. As did Shaw, Cogeco submits that the scale of the increase proposed by the 

Commission is unrealistic, unsupported by any information on the record of the 

proceeding and hence results in much lower rates per end-user and in an inability for 

Cogeco to recover its costs. 
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10. Cost study start date. In TRP 2011-703, paragraph 109, the Commission “re-

estimated the monthly service costs […] by applying unit cost changes to reflect a 

study start date of 1 July 2011, in line with the month the service was effective on an 

interim basis.” In its 10-Y cost study, Cogeco had proposed a start date of 1 

September 2010.  

 
11. As noted by Shaw, the problem with this determination is the fact that the 

Commission adjustment also applied to other cable carrier was limited to only one 

variable: 

The Commission has chosen to accelerate the cost decreases associated 
with capital unit cost declines over the period between 1 September 2010 
and 1 July 2011, while ignoring the significant increases in costs that 
Shaw will face during that same period as a result of traffic growth. The 
effect of this arbitrary change is to prevent Shaw from recouping its cost.5 

 

12. In conclusion, Cogeco respectfully requests that the Commission review its 

determinations, as argued by Shaw, and apply to all cable carriers any variation it  

deems appropriate to make to TRP 2011-703 that are not specific to Shaw. 

 
Trusting the whole is satisfactory we remain, 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Michel Messier 
Director, Regulatory Affairs, Telecommunications 
 
CC:  Yvan Davidson, CRTC (yvan.davidson@crtc.gc.ca) 

B.Natraj, CRTC (nat.natraj@crtc.gc.ca) 
Lynne Fancy, CRTC (lynne.fancy@crtc.gc.ca) 
Tom Vilmansen, CRTC (tom.vilmansen@crtc.gc.ca) 

 
 

***End of Document*** 

                                                
5
 Paragraph 46 of Shaw’s Application. 


