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BY ACCESS KEY 
 
2 April 2012 
 
Mr. John Traversy 
Secretary General  
CANADIAN RADIO-TELEVISION AND 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Ottawa (Ontario) K1A 0N2 

 
Re: CRTC No. 8662-R28-201201699: Part 1 Application by Rogers 

Communications Partnership 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 1 

March 2012, and the revised version, dated 12 March 2012, filed by Rogers 

Communications Partnership (Rogers) to review and vary Telecom Regulatory 

Policy CRTC 2011-703. Pursuant to the procedure enunciated in the Commission 

staff letter, dated 9 March 2012, Cogeco is hereby providing the following 

comments. 

 

2. In its Application, Rogers submitted that there is substantial doubt as to  the 

correctness of several cost adjustments made by the Commission in TRP 2011-

703. The impact of these cost adjustments resulted in a reduction of TPIA service 

rates and hence in an inability for Rogers and the Cable Carriers to fully recover 

their costs. Accordingly, Rogers is requesting that the Commission review and vary 

cost adjustments specific to Rogers and others common to all cable carriers. 

Cogeco supports Rogers’ request. 

 
  



Rogers’s Application to review and vary TRP 2011-703  
Cogeco Comments – 2 April 2012 

 
 

 

 
Page 2 of 5 

 

Variances applicable to all cable carriers 

 

3. TPIA end-user support-related expenses. In TRP 2011-703, Table 2 of 

Appendix 3, the Commission applied the same cost adjustment to the TPIA end-

user support-related expenses submitted by Cogeco, Rogers and Videotron in their 

cost studies. These expenses were adjusted “to be equal to 80% of the retail 

Internet access service”, consistent with the Commission determination in Telecom 

Decision 2006-77.  

 

4. As explained by Rogers, it is not appropriate to apply this cost determination 

in the current context. After ten years of experience in the provisioning of this 

wholesale high-speed Internet access service, it should be recognized that the 

average TPIA trouble ticket is not of the same nature as the average trouble ticket 

received from a cable carrier’s own retail Internet customers. These trouble tickets 

are typically “significantly more complicated”1. As mentioned in its December 2010 

Economic Evaluation2, Cogeco typically deals with TPIA trouble tickets related to 

the network, head-ends, RF Drop related issues or cable modem configuration and 

refers all other tickets back to the ISP for resolution.  

 
5. Accordingly, as did Rogers, Cogeco requests that the Commission permit 

Cogeco, Rogers and Videotron to recover 100% of the expenses that they incur to 

process and resolve trouble tickets related to the TPIA service. 

 

6. Productivity improvements and mark-ups. As noted by Rogers, in TRP 2011-

703, the Commission denied equal treatment between Cable Carriers and ILECs in 

two determinations: 1) with respect to the annual capital unit cost, while the 

Commission applied over the study period “changes of minus 10 percent for all 

                                                
1
 Paragraph 44 of Rogers’ Application. 

2
 See page 10 of Cogeco’s 10 December 2010 Economic Evaluation filed as an attachment to 

interrogatory Cogeco(CRTC)15Sep10-101. 
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equipment”3 to all cable carriers, it applied “changes of minus 5 percent for access-

driven equipment and minus 10 percent for usage-driven equipment”4 to all ILECs; 

and 2) with respect to mark-ups for wholesale Internet access service, while the 

Commission allowed “a supplementary markup of 10 percent”5 to all ILECs, it 

denied the cable carriers’ request for the same treatment6. 

 

7. For the reasons clearly explained by Rogers in its Application, it is also 

Cogeco’s view that these two Commission determinations are discriminatory, 

inconsistent with the principles of competitive neutrality and therefore in violation of 

subsection 1(b)(iii) of the Policy Direction which requires regulatory measures to be 

implemented in a symmetrical and competitively-neutral manner.   

 
8. Accordingly, Cogeco concurs with the following two variances of TRP 2011-

703 respectively proposed by Rogers and Shaw in this regard: 1) The annual 

productivity assumed for Cable Carrier access capital costs should be changed 

from -10% to the -5% level assumed for the ILECs; and 2) the same additional 10% 

markup applied to the ILEC FTTN services should apply to TPIA services provided 

by the cable carriers, which require the deployment of fibre deeper into their 

networks.7 

 

9. Cost study start date. As already mentioned in its 29 March 2012 letter filed 

in support of Shaw’s Application, Cogeco agrees that the problem with this 

determination is the fact that the Commission adjustment applied to all cable 

carriers was limited to only one variable, namely the capital unit cost, ignoring the 

                                                
3
 Paragraph 106 of TRP 2011-703. 

4
 Paragraph 106 of TRP 2011-703. 

5
 Paragraph 85 of TRP 2011-703. 

6
 Paragraph 84 of TRP 2011-703. 

7
 Paragraph 11 of Shaw’s 3 February 2012 Application to review and vary TRP 2011-703. In this 

regard, Cogeco notes that Rogers stated in its 29 March 2012 letter filed with respect to Shaw’s 
Application that it considered this relief consistent with its view while it did not make a specific 
request in its Application regarding the discriminatory additional 10% markup for ILECs.  
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impact on the traffic growth. As stated by Rogers, “[w]hile the Commission indicated 

that it had reduced capital costs based on its application of a 10% annual 

productivity or annual unit capital cost factor, in the case of the Cable Carriers, -

7.5%, to account for the 9 month delay in commencement of the study period, there 

is no indication that the Commission made any adjustment to initial traffic volumes 

in light of the adjusted study period start date.”8 In order to rectify this error, Rogers 

has proposed to remove the unit capital cost reduction flowing from the revised 

study period start. Cogeco agrees.  

 

10. In summary, Cogeco respectfully requests that the Commission review its 

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

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

 

Application of the 100 Mbps capacity-based rate 

 

11. Finally, in the revised version of its Application, dated 7 March 2012, Rogers 

addressed the issue of the appropriate measure of 100 Mbps increments to which 

the capacity charge is applied. Specifically, Rogers argues that it would be 

consistent with the calculation of the capacity-based rate approved in TRP 2011-

703 to apply this rate to the sum of upstream and downstream increments ordered 

by TPIA customers. Cogeco agrees. 

 
12. However, in its 23 February 2012 letter, the CRTC staff stated that “TRP 

2011-703 did not create separate upstream and downstream 100 Mbps increments” 

and consequently requested that Rogers removes its proposed tariff change in this 

regard. As a result, Rogers is now requesting that the Commission clarify this 

matter as follows:  

                                                
8
 Paragaph 60 of Rogers’ Application. 
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If the Commission determines that the Staff determination regarding 
traffic increments in its February 23, 2012 letter is correct, vary the 
Decision such that the capacity charge will be applied to both 
upstream and downstream traffic increments in order that Rogers can 
recover its costs associated with total traffic. Or alternatively, vary the 
capacity charge so that it recovers total costs based only on 
downstream increments where the capacity charge is calculated using 
a consistent denominator; namely, downstream gigabytes. If Rogers’ 
interpretation is correct that the Decision intended the capacity charge 
be applied to upstream and downstream increments there is no need 
to vary the Decision in this respect. Rather, the Commission can 
approve the revised tariff page 97A filed on February 10, 2012, as 
amended.9 
 

13. Cogeco concurs with Rogers that the Commission should clarify this matter 

as a result of this proceeding. Furthermore, Cogeco requests that the Commission 

confirms that capacity-based rates approved in TRP 2011-703 apply to upstream 

and downstream increments ordered by TPIA customers.    

 
 
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*** 

                                                
9
 Paragraph 78 of Rogers Appliocation. 


