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Subject: Part 1 Application by the Canadian Network Operators Consortium Inc. 

requesting relief to improve the quality of wholesale high-speed access 
services provided by cable carriers to independent internet service providers - 
Comments 

 
Dear Mr. Traversy, 
 
1. Bell Aliant and Bell Canada (the Companies) are pleased to respond to Canadian 
Network Operators Consortium Inc.'s (CNOC's) Part 1 Application seeking relief to improve the 
quality of wholesale high-speed access services provided in the form of Third Party Internet 
Access (TPIA) services by Cogeco, Rogers, Shaw and Videotron (the cable carriers) to 
independent ISPs such as the members of CNOC.  CNOC seeks two classes of relief:  the first 
class relates to specific directives aimed at cable carriers that are intended to remedy certain 
deficiencies in the manner in which TPIA services are provided to ISPs.  The second class of 
relief relates to the implementation of a monitoring regime that involves the application of a 
number of quality of service (QoS) indicators as well as a rate rebate plan for TPIA. 
 
2. The Companies are not in a position to assess the validity of the deficiencies raised by 
CNOC with respect to the delivery of TPIA services by the cable carriers.  Nevertheless, the 
Companies can attest that the launch and initial period of offering any new, wholesale service is 
often a period during which service provisioning issues have to be ironed out and in the 
Companies' view, a certain amount of growing pains can be expected both for the party offering 
the new service and for its wholesale customers.  The cable carriers have only recently seen a 
significant increase in demand for TPIA.  TPIA, offered in its current aggregated form only since 
2010, and with rates finalized as recently as February 2013, is thus in practice a relatively new 
wholesale service, and it may not be surprising that it encounters some delivery hiccups. 
 
3. The Commission will have to review the record of this proceeding and determine 
whether the alleged service issues are in fact real and, further, whether they are the type of 
growing pains that time will cure of if instead a regulatory intervention is required.  It may well be 
that the Commission's observations in Telecom Order CRTC 2013-363 regarding the 
Companies' high-speed Internet services apply to the dispute between CNOC and the cable 
carriers: 
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The Commission also notes that the wholesale service in question is relatively 
new, having only been offered since early 2012.  The Commission considers that 
the number of "no access" and "aborted installation" situations should decrease 
over time as installation issues get worked out between the Bell companies and 
independent service providers.  The Commission finds that since the data used 
to support the Bell companies' request covers a period of less than one year, it 
does not provide a large enough sample to justify the introduction of the 
proposed new service charges. 

 

4. To the extent that most of the TPIA service provisioning incidents reported by CNOC in 
its application are recent events, occurring mostly in the current year, the same logic used by 
the Commission to deny the Companies' no access/abort installation tariff applications should 
surely apply – namely, that these incidents will decrease over time, as the cable carriers and 
ISPs work these issues out. 
 

5. If the Commission finds that regulatory intervention is indeed required, and that the first 
class of relief sought by CNOC – i.e. specific improvements to service delivery – does not 
resolve issues adequately, then the Companies submit that the Commission should only impose 
a narrow, targeted QoS regime to TPIA services.  First, only QoS indicators (and associated 
penalties) that address remaining problem areas should be imposed.  Second, a TPIA QoS 
regime should only apply to those cable carriers whose service standards have been 
demonstrably inadequate.  The remainder of the Companies' comments will discuss this 
proposed regime. 
 

6. However, before discussing this proposed regime, the Companies note that the 
Commission intends to undertake a review of competitor QoS indicators and the rate rebate 
plan for competitors to ensure it aligns with the Commission's overall wholesale services policy.  
In the Companies' view, it appears premature to require cable carriers to implement a TPIA QoS 
regime when a comprehensive examination of competitor monitoring regimes is pending. 
 

TPIA QoS regime should be limited to only relevant indicators 
 

7. In the event that problems persist with respect to the provisioning of TPIA services, 
contrary to CNOC's application, the solution is not to introduce a comprehensive QoS and Rate 
Rebate Program regime that mirrors the framework that was already approved by the 
Commission for local voice services in Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-20.  Implementing such a 
remedy has drawbacks that are likely worse than the problem it is intended to fix. 
 

8. CNOC has requested that the Commission adopt a monitoring regime for TPIA services 
that includes four company-wide indicators, nine competitor-specific leading indicators and four 
competitor-specific trailing indicators.  With the exception of the company-wide indicators, this 
proposal is similar to the QoS regime that currently exists for the Companies' local voice and 
CDN services.  There seems little point in implementing a comprehensive QoS regime, 
measuring a variety of performance metrics, if only one or a small number of CNOC's issues are 
found to be valid and warrant regulatory intervention.  Only indicators that are associated with 
recurring, systemic issues should be considered.  "Just in case" indicators should not be 
imposed, as such would not be proportionate regulation under the Policy Direction.  Not only 
would indicators relating to well-working areas be superfluous, but their development by the 
cable carriers would not be trivial.  Indeed, the Companies note they spent well over $10 million 
to implement the QoS regime for voice and that significant, ongoing expenses continue to be 
incurred in order to maintain that QoS regime. 
 

9. In addition to the considerable financial expense associated with implementing a 
sweeping QoS regime, it is also worth noting that extensive negotiations between industry 
participants and Commission staff would be required in order to establish mutually agreeable 
TPIA standards, for instance to define service provisioning intervals, order specifications, etc.  
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Before implementing the existing QoS regime for unbundled local loops (ULLs), the Companies 
participated in months of CISC meetings, reviewing notably how Industry practices codified in 
the extremely detailed Canadian Local Ordering Guidelines (which is hundreds of pages long, 
and which competitors must use to order ULL service) and Installation, Maintenance and 
Testing Guidelines for ULL and Number Portability could be reflected in the QoS standards. 
 

10. The Companies do not anticipate that the work and costs that have been incurred to 
implement the existing ILEC QoS regime could easily transfer to the development of a TPIA 
QoS regime.  Industry learnings about voice QoS processes and service delivery methods may 
not have application in the TPIA environment.  Certainly, the cable carriers cannot draw on the 
internal investments made by ILECs since the voice (and CDN) QoS regime has never applied 
to the cable carriers.  But even on that point, the Companies note that they use different OSS 
systems for voice services and for wholesale high-speed Internet services, indicating that new 
wholesale high-speed Internet services require unique, new systems development and reporting 
structures, no matter that a parallel QoS regime exists for voice.  In the Companies' view, these 
facts again highlight that the implementation of a comprehensive QoS regime for the cable 
carrier's TPIA services would generate significant costs, costs that the Commission must 
contrast to any expected benefits from a new TPIA QoS regime. 
 

TPIA QoS regime should be limited to only relevant cable carriers 
 

11. CNOC's application seeks the introduction of a TPIA QoS regime for all cable carriers 
that offer mandated TPIA services.  This may not prove to be proportionate regulation as 
required by the Policy Direction.  Some of the concerns raised by CNOC may be unfounded 
with respect to one or several of the cable carriers.  The Companies' review of CNOC's 
application suggests that, while there may be certain areas of the service provisioning process 
that require improvement, the problems are far from systemic – often where certain carriers are 
alleged to perform poorly in some respect, the performance on other carriers on the same issue 
does not appear to raise concerns with CNOC.  Where a cable carrier's provisioning of TPIA 
services evinces no particular delivery problems, mandating a "just in case" QoS regime for that 
carrier (and thus requiring it expand resources to implement this regime - resources that would 
ironically be distracted from otherwise supplying TPIA to CNOC members) would not be cost-
effective regulation. 
 

Conclusion 
 

12. In the event that regulatory intervention is warranted, the Companies' targeted proposal 
represents a more appropriate remedy than the broad QoS regime sought by CNOC.  
Essentially applying to TPIA the ILECs' monitoring regime for voice, a regime that was 
developed for a different set of services and in a different era, would not represent tailored 
regulation, and thus not satisfy the Policy Direction. 
 

Yours truly, 
 

 [ Original signed by S. Morin ]  [ Original signed by P. Gauvin ] 

Suzanne Morin 
Bell Aliant 
General Counsel - Regulatory & Privacy Chief 

Philippe Gauvin 
Bell Canada 
Senior Counsel - Regulatory Law & Policy 
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