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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1. Bell Aliant Regional Communications, Limited Partnership (Bell Aliant) and Bell Canada 

(collectively, the Companies) are in receipt of Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2013-80, 

Review of outstanding wholesale high-speed access service issues related to interface rates, 

optional upstream speed rates, and modem certification requirements (TNC 2013-80), in which 

the Commission requests parties to file: 

 
- Proposed interface rates for the Companies' and Telus Communications Company's 

(TCC's) wholesale high-speed access services; 

- Comments on optional upstream speed rates; and 

- Comments on modem certification requirements. 

 

2. These Comments are limited to modem certification requirements, addressing in 

particular the Commission's question of whether specific modem certification guidelines are 

required for the large telephone companies and whether those guidelines should be consistent 

with those set out for the cable carriers. 

 

3. Pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act (the Act) and the directions 

provided by the Commission in the Appendix to Broadcasting and Telecom Information Bulletin 

CRTC 2010-961, Procedures for filing confidential information and requesting its disclosure in 

Commission proceedings, dated 23 December 2010, as amended in Telecom Information 

Bulletin CRTC 2010-961-1, dated 26 October 2012, certain information in these Comments is 

being provided in confidence to the Commission.  Release of this information on the public 

record would allow existing and potential competitors to formulate more effective business plans 

and marketing strategies which would therefore prejudice the Companies' competitive position 

and cause specific direct harm to the Companies.  An abridged version is provided for the public 

record. 

 

2.0 THE NEED TO USE COMPATIBLE MODEMS 
 

4. Modem compatibility over a given carrier's network is important for two key reasons.  

First, to protect the integrity and the security of a carrier's network.  To accomplish this, terminal 

devices must respect certain electrical parameters to avoid damaging the network.  In addition 

to protecting the network, compatibility is of particular importance in the case when high-speed 

access services are provided using Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) technology because multiple 
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DSL circuits cohabitating the same cable can produce negative impacts on one another.  These 

effects can be reduced when certain parameters, defined in the CS-03 industry specification, 

are respected.  Second, compatibility is important so the modem will work properly on a specific 

carrier's network.  Both aspects are described in more detail below. 

 

2.1 Network integrity via CS-03 specification 
 

5. The CS-03 specification1 is a comprehensive document that covers the minimum 

technical requirements for all terminal equipment that may be attached to the public switched 

telephone network (PSTN), which includes the various xDSL technologies used by the ILECs.  

This specification has been in existence since the early 1980s, when the Commission first 

permitted the attachment of third-party provided terminal equipment on the ILECs' networks and 

has been updated over the years as new technologies are introduced.  It was developed by the 

Terminal Attachment Program Advisory Committee (TAPAC) initially under the Department of 

Communications and now administered by Industry Canada.  TAPAC is a forum that affords 

provincial governments, carriers, manufacturers, suppliers and users an opportunity to 

participate in the development of attachment standards for terminal equipment.  The 

Commission has found that TAPAC is the appropriate forum to address terminal attachment 

specifications.2 

 

6. The requirement for all terminal equipment to meet the CS-03 specification was 

incorporated in Commission-approved ILEC tariffs3 as a means to ensure that devices attached 

to the network meet minimum standards in order to preserve the integrity of the ILEC's network.  

Terminal equipment that meets the CS-03 specification must be certified by an authorized 

independent certification body and then registered with Industry Canada.  The process is well 

defined and understood by industry participants.  The modems purchased by the Companies' 

customers must be CS-03 certified as required in all their modem purchase contracts.  The 

Companies do not police the purchasing practices of ISPs or their end-users, but they expect 

ISPs to use CS-03 certified modems whenever they make use of the Companies' network in 

conjunction with wholesale high-speed access services and also when they attach modems to 

unbundled loops in accordance with tariff requirements.  This ensures that all high-speed end-

                                           

1
  CS-03, Compliance Specification for Terminal Equipment, Terminal Systems, Network Protection Devices, 

Connection Arrangements and Hearing Aids Compatibility. 
2
  Telecom Decision CRTC 84-14, Implementation of Decision Permitting Attachment of Subscriber-Provided Telex 

and TWX Terminal Equipment. 
3
  GT Items 4200 and 4230, Use of Customer-Provided Equipment With The Company's Facilities. 
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users, wholesale and retail, are not overly affected by other end-users' services and can obtain 

an adequate speed performance. 

 

2.2 Compatibility with a specific carrier's network 
 

7. As mentioned above, compatibility is important so the modem will work properly on a 

specific carrier's network.  The level of compatibility that can be achieved mainly depends on 

the equipment and standards used by the carriers, the state of maturity of the standards used 

and how they are implemented in the carrier's network. 

 

8. ILECs use various DSL standards to provide high-speed access services, the most 

prevalent of which are ADSL, ADSL2+ and VDSL2.  These standards are mature and applicable 

protocols are established by the International Telecommunication Union.  This international 

approach allows modems manufactured in different countries to typically work in any network 

using the same standards.  When the Companies provide wholesale high-speed access 

services, they also make available to ISPs documentation that informs them of the various 

protocols used and the corresponding standards that must be met.  In general, any modem 

available in the market that meets those industry standards can be used by the ISPs to provide 

wholesale high-speed access services to their end-users on the Companies' network.4 

 

9. There is, however, one exception to this wide interoperability with respect to the most 

recent standard, VDSL2.  This standard, which was finalized in 2005, is now considered mature 

in the industry.  Nevertheless, modem interoperability on the Companies' network is limited 

because of the presence of a certain type of digital subscriber line access multiplexer (DSLAM) 

equipment in the Companies' network,5 the Lucent Stinger DSLAM, which is manufacturer 

discontinued but remains prevalent in the Companies' network. 

 

 

 

 

# Filed in confidence with the CRTC. 

                                           

4
  For instance, the Companies have performed tests on two ADSL/ADSL2+ modems at the request of ISPs.  Both 

modems successfully passed the compatibility tests for use on the Companies' network. 
5
  Bell Aliant in Atlantic Region experiences the same compatibility issue as described for Bell Canada and Bell 

Aliant in Ontario and Québec.  This has not been problematic to date because Bell Aliant # 
                                                                  # 
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2.2.1 Compatibility issues with VDSL2 
 

10. The Companies are currently aware of two different modems that are fully compatible 

with their VDSL2 architecture.  One, supplied by Alcatel-Lucent Canada Inc. (Alcatel) remains 

functional but the manufacturer recently discontinued its production.  The second, supplied by 

Sagemcom Canada Inc. (Sagemcom), remains in production.  Both modems were made 

available to ISPs by the Companies, and the Companies have introduced a program where 

ISPs can easily exchange the Alcatel modem for the new Sagemcom modem.  This Sagemcom 

modem is available to ISPs from the Companies both on a leased and purchased basis.  When 

ISPs buy or lease the VDSL2 modems from the Companies, inventory and shipping is handled 

by the Companies and continued support for the modems is assured as long as the modem 

remains one of the modems used for the Companies' own retail services.  This means that 

when there are new software loads from the modem vendor, the Companies also automatically 

update the ISP modems with the loads (this process is coordinated with the ISP).  The 

Sagemcom modem, however, can also be sourced directly from the manufacturer.  The 

Companies do not require that ISPs source modems from them directly. 

 

11. That said, the Companies' tariffs do not prohibit the use by ISPs of other modems, 

beyond the Alcatel and Sagemcom models listed above.  A modem whose compatibility has 

been certified by the Companies has the advantage, however, of having been determined to 

function properly on the Companies' network, minimizing the risk of having to perform service 

assurance for incompatible modems.  Should the use by ISPs of modems whose compatibility 

has not been confirmed by the Companies cause an overly burdensome increase in the number 

of problems or service assurance reports, the Companies would need to take steps to remedy 

these issues, for instance potentially through a prohibition on the use of problematic modem 

models. 

 

12. The Companies continue to investigate opportunities to standardize additional VDSL2 

modems. 

 

3.0 A MANDATED SECOND-LEVEL TESTING PROCESS, IF ANY, MUST BE BASED ON 
COSTS AND LIMITED TO CERTAIN CASES ONLY 

 

13. As indicated above, there is an abundance of modems that are both CS-03 certified and 

compatible with the Companies' network with respect to ADSL and ADSL2 protocols.  There is 

no need to mandate that the Companies perform compatibility testing for any new modems that 
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the ISPs intend to introduce.  With respect to the VDSL2 protocol, the Companies are willing to 

perform compatibility test for new modems proposed by ISPs, subject to the following 

conditions: 

 

i) First, any candidate modem must be already CS-03 certified.  There is no point wasting 

resources in respect of a modem that may jeopardize the integrity of the network. 

 

ii) Second, the candidate modem must be proposed by an ISP, the actual wholesale 

customer of the Companies, not by a modem manufacturer or reseller.  It would be 

inefficient to test modems in which none of the Companies' wholesale high-speed 

access service customers have expressed an interest. 

 

iii) Third, the candidate modem must be, based on manufacturer representations, 

reasonably expected to be compatible with the Companies' network, noting that the 

Companies operate Lucent Stinger DSLAMs.  ISPs would be required to communicate 

with modem manufacturers to validate that minimum technical requirements are met 

prior to testing.  It would be inefficient to test modems that the modem manufacturer 

already expects or knows to be in compatible with the Companies' network. 

 

iv) Fourth, testing would be limited to verifying compatibility of the VDSL2 modem with the 

Companies' network.  This approach is consistent with the Commission's directive in 

Decision 2004-37 at paragraph 94, where the Commission determined that "cable 

carriers are not required to troubleshoot modem problems, but that the cable carriers 

must provide clear and supportable reasons for rejecting a modem…".  Accordingly, the 

Companies should not have to perform any troubleshooting of the modem or 

standardization work for the ISP but would provide the reasons why the tested modem 

was not compatible. 

 

v) Finally, it is imperative that the Companies be able to recover their full costs.  There 

does not appear to be a sound basis for the Commission to mandate free testing of 

modems under any circumstance given that the wholesale regime is based on cost 

recovery.  Therefore, if the Commission mandated second-level testing, the Companies 

would seek to recover all of the costs associated with second-level testing.  Moreover, 

any requirement to perform modem testing, a function that is ancillary to the delivery of a 
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mandated service that has been classified as non-essential, should be very limited, if 

any. 

 

4.0 WHY THE CERTIFICATION AND SECOND-LEVEL TESTING PROCESSES THAT 
APPLY TO CABLE COMPANIES SHOULD NOT APPLY TO ILECS 

 

14. The Commission noted, in TNC 2013-80, that the cable carriers' modem certification 

processes were established in Telecom Decision CRTC 2004-37, Cable modems for third-party 

Internet access (Decision 2004-37).  This decision was the outcome of a proceeding that began 

in 2002 which relied on an independent consultant report that the Commission had 

commissioned.6  The two issues that were addressed in that proceeding, and that are of interest 

for TNC 2013-80, are the cable modem certification and requirements for second-level testing 

processes for certified cable modems.  At that time, some of the large cable carriers were still 

using proprietary modems and DOCSIS technology had recently been introduced.  In 

Decision 2004-37, the Commission drew a distinction between modem certification and second-

level testing.  Basically, modem certification is obtaining a certification that a modem has met 

certain standards and specifications while second-level testing goes further by testing a modem 

which was previously certified to ensure the modem will be compatible with a specific carrier's 

network.  The Commission determined that cable modems would use the DOCSIS standard and 

that they would be certified by CableLabs.  Since ILEC modems are certified by Industry 

Canada using the CS-03 specification, as explained above, there is no need to add an 

additional modem certification process for ILECs. 

 

15. With respect to second-level testing, the consultant report concluded that "it should be 

possible to phase out most of the second-level testing, once DOCSIS devices become 

sufficiently mature, especially those complying to the DOCSIS 1.1 standard, but it is possible 

that some minimal amount of MSO testing will always be required, due to unique cable plant 

parameters, equipment and software loads."7  It was expected, at the time, that ISPs would 

need to get their modems tested by the cable carriers, at least for a certain period until DOCSIS 

technology matured.  The Companies note that today's environment is very different as more 

than a decade has passed since the report was issued and DOCSIS technology has matured.  

As a result, second-level testing is not likely to be as important as it was when the Commission 

introduced second-level testing requirements for cable modems. 

                                           

6
  Report On Third Party ISP Access To Major Canadian Cable Systems For the CRTC, Imagineering Telecom 

Inc., 2 January 2002. 
7
  Ibid. 
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16. In addition, the Companies note that the second-level process established by the 

Commission for the cable companies in Decision 2004-37 is very demanding.  Cable companies 

were mandated to provide ISPs with limited second-level tests for free per year.  The cable 

company could then charge the ISP tariffed fees for subsequent tests.  The Commission also 

determined that testing must be completed within 28 days of request. 

 

17. The Companies would have difficulties in meeting the conditions for modem testing set 

out in Decision 2004-37.  At the moment, testing for other companies is bi-laterally negotiated to 

ensure that human resources and that an automated modem test line-up are available.  An 

increased number of testing requests under mandatory conditions would most certainly force 

the Companies to hire at least one additional laboratory resource and a need to set up 

additional automated modem test line-ups because the current ones are usually tied up for 

testing existing modems. 

 

18. More fundamentally, there is no need to implement a cumbersome, rigid certification and 

testing process for ILECs when they, contrary to the cable carriers of a decade ago, do not 

require proprietary modems or use a unique infrastructure.  ISPs can already use virtually any 

CS-03 certified modem for ADSL and ADSL2, as well as the Sagemcom modem available from 

the Companies and the manufacturer directly for VDSL2.  Moreover, as explained earlier, the 

Companies are willing to identify additional compatible modems through testing, at the request 

of ISPs, of likely candidate modems that are CS-03 certified. 

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 
 

19. In conclusion, the Companies submit that mandating a certification process is 

unnecessary as one already exists.  ISPs also can use modems that are on the market to meet 

the standards required for compatibility.  Even in the case of VDSL2, which has been shown to 

be more problematic in the Companies' network, ISPs can still decide to standardize their own 

modems if they invest the necessary time and effort.  Therefore, mandating a second-level 

testing process is not necessary.  Nevertheless, if the Commission were to mandate second-

level testing, it should be limited to requests received from ISPs and strictly for VDSL2.  

Furthermore, the modems to be tested should be CS-03 certified and the ISP should be ready 

to provide only modems which the manufacturer reasonably believes are compatible with the 

specific DSLAM equipment in the Companies' network. 

 

*** End of Document *** 


