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Dear Mr. Traversy, 
 
Subject:  Review of outstanding wholesale high-speed issues related to interface rates, optional 


upstream speed rates, and modem certification requirements, Telecom Notice of 
Consultation CRTC 2013-80, 21 February 2013 (CRTC File No. 8661-C12-201303487) 


  


Introduction 


 


1. Canadian Network Operators Consortium Inc. (“CNOC”) is hereby filing these additional reply 


comments pursuant to the Commission staff letter dated May 21, 2013. In that letter, the Commission indicated 


that interested parties may file reply comments today in relation to optional upstream speed rates and modem 


certification requirements. This submission replies solely to comments received from Bell Aliant Regional 


Communications, Limited Partnership (“Bell Aliant”) and Bell Canada (collectively, “Bell companies”), MTS 


Inc. and MTS Allstream Inc. (collectively, “MTS Allstream”), Teresa Murphy (“Ms. Murphy”) and Vaxination 


Informatique (“Vaxination”) on May 15, 2013 with respect to modem certification requirements. The failure by 


CNOC to address any argument or issue raised by any other party should not be construed as acquiescence where 


doing so would be contrary to the interests of CNOC. 


 


2. CNOC also notes that, to date, it has not received any further comments on optional upstream speed rates, 


therefore that topic is not addressed in these reply comments. Should any party file further comments regarding 


that matter, CNOC reserves the right to file additional corresponding reply comments.  
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3. Pursuant to section 39 of the Telecommunications Act, the additional details regarding modem prices 


provided by CNOC members herein are being filed in confidence with the Commission. The information in 


question is of a competitively sensitive nature to the CNOC members in question and the pricing information also 


constitutes confidential information of the third party suppliers that provided the information to individual CNOC 


members. This information is confidential and is treated consistently in a confidential manner by the CNOC 


members in question. Disclosure of this information would prejudice the competitive position of the CNOC 


members and third party suppliers of modems and result in material financial loss to those entities, thereby 


causing them specific direct harm which would not be outweighed by the public interest in the public disclosure 


of the information. For all of these reasons, and consistent with the Commission’s finding at paragraph 42 of 


Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2012-592 to the effect that individual third-party service acquisition costs 


should not generally be disclosed, CNOC is not placing this information on the public record of this proceeding. 


An abridged version of this letter is being provided for the public record. 


 


The issues raised by MTS Allstream, Ms. Murphy and Vaxination merit serious consideration 


 
4. In their comments, MTS Allstream, Ms. Murphy and Vaxination have raised a number of serious 


concerns with respect to modem certification requirements. CNOC shares these concerns (which it will not repeat 


in these reply comments) and urges the Commission to address them in its determination in this proceeding. 


 


A price comparison of the Sagemcom 2864 modem with other VDSL2 modems in the market is sound and 
relevant 
 


5. The Bell companies claim that the VDSL2 modem price comparisons provided by CNOC in this 


proceeding may not be meaningful since the three modems for which CNOC only filed information in confidence 


with the Commission may not be comparable in functionality to the Sagemcom 2864 and it is not clear whether 


the modem prices provided to the Commission included other costs, including taxes. 


 


6. In response, CNOC notes that all three modems for which information was provided to the Commission 


include wireless and routing functionalities that are comparable to those of the Sagemcom 2864. CNOC is also 


providing a revised table below that includes the impact of the current exchange rate of $1.03 between the US and 


Canadian dollars where applicable, as well as shipping and applicable sales taxes. For the purpose of this analysis, 
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it is assumed that delivery of modems will occur in Ontario and hence taxes were computed at the 13% rate 


applicable for HST in that Province for illustrative purposes. If the modems were shipped to Quebec, the 5% HST 


and 9.975% Quebec PST would apply instead. 


 


Manufacturer Model Price US-
Canada 


Exchange 


Shipping Ontario 
HST 


TOTAL 


# # # # # # # 
# # # # # # # 
# # # # # # # 


# indicates filed in confidence 


7. With these adjustments, it is still evident that the modems cited by CNOC in response to 


CNOC(CRTC)29 Apr13-1 are considerably cheaper than the Sagemcom 2864, presently only available 


from the Bell companies at a price of $110.00 per unit, plus applicable sales taxes, which would make the 


total cost in Ontario $124.30 per unit. Moreover, all of the modems have the same wireless and routing 


capabilities as the Sagemcom 2864. 


 


8. In sum, a comparison between the modems cited by CNOC and the Sagemcom 2864 is highly 


relevant for the purpose of this proceeding as it demonstrates the premium that the Bell companies’ 


customers are forced to pay for the Sagemcom 2864, because this modem model cannot presently be 


sourced independently from the Bell companies, the Bell companies do not accept any modem sourced 


elsewhere in any event for its VDSL2 services, and no other modem is compatible with the Lucent Alcatel 


Stinger DSLAMs. Thus, the Bell companies’ claim that they are willing to test other modems subject to 


certain conditions is, in practice, meaningless. For these reasons, CNOC reiterates its view that the remedies 


it proposed in its comments dated May 15, 2013 to deal with this situation are appropriate.   


 


Technician visits cannot be avoided in the bulk of cases and diagnostic maintenance charges (“DMCs”) 
caused by defective modems are levied in many cases regardless of technician dispatch 
 


9.  The Bell companies describe the process they follow to resolve service problems in an attempt to 


demonstrate that this process minimizes the number of technician dispatches and is consistent with the 


approach taken for retail users. These submissions miss the central point that the presence of the Alcatel 
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Lucent Stinger DSLAM in the Bell companies’ network causes significant unnecessary DMCs to be 


incurred by the Bell companies’ wholesale customers. 


 


10. For example, at paragraph 11 of their comments, they confirm that “[i]f a problem is identified 


beyond the network interface device (NID) on the customer’s side, then diagnostic maintenance charges 


would apply to the ISP”. This means that if a dispatch is caused because a modem cannot communicate 


properly with a DSLAM because of the inherent technical limitations of the Alcatel Lucent Stinger 


DSLAM, the DMC would still apply! This is because the Bell companies’ protocols do not distinguish 


between situations where an end-user modem is connected to a Stinger DSLAM or when it is connected to 


another type of DSLAM that does not lead to modem incompatibility issues. It is important to stress that 


when there is a modem compatibility problem due to the presence of an Alcatel Lucent Stinger it may be 


necessary for the customer’s modem to be changed once or even several times in order for the issue to be 


fixed.  


 


11. The Bell companies also state that a 6 dB noise margin on the line may be acceptable (and usually is), 


and so, the example provided by CNOC in this regard is unclear. The central point here is that a 6dB noise margin 


is a threshold for a modem to sustain its DSL synchronization. In normal situations the noise margin is much 


higher than 6 dB. When a 6 dB level is observed, however, it could be interpreted as the result 


of the incompatibilities issues with Stinger DSLAMs, or as a sign of a noise on the line, or other problems. In the 


case of other DSLAMs, the situation would not arise as a result of incompatibility issues with the DSLAM. The 


current Bell companies’ troubleshooting protocols do not allow for the isolation of these two distinct cases, with 


the consequence that wholesale customers pay DMCs caused by deficiencies in the Bell companies’ network! 


 


12. Finally, these problems are exacerbated by the fact that, in some instances, the Bell companies charge 


DMCs even when no technician is dispatched. DMCs are charged based on remote line testing and even if an end-


user does not respond to a phone call from the Bell companies when they wish to dispatch a technician. 


 


13. All of these factors reinforce the need for the Commission to prohibit the Bell companies from charging 


any DMCs with respect to end-users connected to Stinger DSLAMs. 
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Yours very truly, 


 


 
William Sandiford 
Chair of the Board and President 
 
Copy:  Parties to TNC 2013-80 (via email) 
 Chris Seidl, CRTC (via email) 


Lynne Fancy, CRTC (via email) 
Lyne Renaud, CRTC (via email) 


 Yvan Davidson, CRTC (via email) 
  


*** END OF DOCUMENT *** 






