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Message from the Chair of the Board of Directors

Mary Gusella

Message from the  
Chair of the Board of Directors 

This is the sixth Annual Report for CCTS, and I am pleased to introduce  
the Report once again on behalf of the Board of Directors and myself. 

This has been another busy year for CCTS. The pattern 
of growth continued once again, with the year bringing an 
increase in complaints of 26% and an increase in telephone 
calls to our Contact Centre of 80%. We take this as evidence 
that our efforts to increase public awareness of CCTS have 
become increasingly effective. 

As predicted in my 2011-12 message, this year CCTS’ 
directors spent a great deal of time wrestling with the issues 
associated with the Canada Not-for-profit Corporations Act 
(“CNPCA”), a piece of Government of Canada legislation 
with which federally incorporated non-profits like CCTS 
must become compliant by October 2014. This is a special 
challenge for CCTS as its By-Laws were created specifically  
to achieve a particularly fine balancing of stakeholder 
interests. CCTS is independent of the telecommunications 
industry, but its operations are funded by the Participating 
Service Providers and those providers have representation 
on the CCTS Board. The structure originally developed for 
CCTS put in place numerous provisions designed to ensure 
this independence – for example, a majority of independent 
directors, special voting thresholds for Board decision-making,  
no director involvement in individual complaints, and an 
independent Commissioner. The Board’s objective is to 
replicate that balance and preserve CCTS’ independence 
while making the changes necessary to comply with the new 
requirements of the CNPCA. I am pleased to report that we 
have made great progress in this work and I am confident 
that we will be successful in achieving our objective. As our 
work takes shape we are informing our stakeholders of the 

changes that will be necessary to achieve compliance. I am 
also confident that we will complete our work in time to meet 
the October 2014 legislative deadline. 

The main objective of CCTS is to help customers and service 
providers resolve their disputes. But CCTS also plays an 
important role in shaping and informing the retail telecom 
marketplace, and this has never been more evident than in 
2012-13. At page 43 CCTS provides its first report on complaints 
related to the CRTC’s Deposit and Disconnection Code. 

Also this year the CRTC held a public proceeding to develop 
a Code of Conduct for wireless services. This proceeding 
garnered much attention and included broad public 
consultation and a public hearing, in which CCTS participated 
actively. We believe that our contributions were helpful in 
ensuring that the Code will be effective. When the Code 
comes into effect, CCTS will use it in our decision-making 
activities, as we do with other industry codes. CCTS will also 
report on complaints related to the Wireless Code, beginning 
in next year’s Annual Report. 

In these tasks CCTS is able to use the accumulated 
knowledge developed from its dispute resolution work 
and report on it in a manner which we believe will highlight 
consumer issues, and will allow the regulator to determine 
the extent to which its regulatory objectives are being met 
in Canada’s retail telecommunications marketplace. We 
appreciate the confidence that has been placed in us to  
fulfill this important role.
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Message from the Commissioner

Howard Maker

Message from  
the Commissioner 

There has been a great deal of activity this year in the telecom industry and at CCTS. 

As you work your way through our Annual Report you will  
read about the Deposit and Disconnection Code and the  
soon-to-be-implemented Wireless Code. You will learn about 
the growth in the CCTS workload – another new record for 
phone calls and complaints – and you will learn about the 
growth in our staff size. We will tell you about the plans we 
have to review and update our technological infrastructure to 
better serve all participants. Our progress towards becoming 
compliant with the Canada Not-for-profit Corporations Act will 
be charted. And in the “Topics and Trends” section we will 
discuss some of the key issues and concerns that we have 
identified from this year’s work. 

It is very easy to get caught up in all of these issues. But CCTS 
must always remain mindful of its primary obligation – to deliver 
effective and efficient dispute resolution services to Canadian 
consumers and their telecommunications service providers.  
So how did we do in 2012-13? 

This Annual Report provides some useful statistics to 
help us answer this question. This year we concluded 
14,036 complaints. Over 90% were successfully resolved to the 
satisfaction of the customer and the service provider. Although 
our process gives us the authority to impose solutions if the 
parties do not agree to one, we rarely need to use that power. 
Of those 14,036 complaints, we had only 41 Recommendations 
and 8 Decisions. This tells me that both consumers and 
service providers view our process as fair and rigorous, and 
our approach as unbiased. And both groups have shown that 
they are willing to work together to achieve fair and reasonable 
solutions to the issues that arise between them. I can think of 
no better measure of effectiveness. 

But it’s not enough just to get to the right outcome. In order  
to maintain the confidence of the participants, it’s important to 
do it in a timely way. This year, over 70% of all the complaints 

we concluded were dealt with in 40 days or less. That’s quite 
good considering that the first 30 days of the process are 
reserved for direct efforts at resolution between the service 
provider and the customer. Of the complaints that required 
a full investigation, 71% were concluded within 40 days of 
being referred to our Investigations group, and over 81% within 
60 days. Given the amount of information and documentation 
involved in many of these complaints, we consider these 
results to be very good…although we are always working  
to find ways to improve our processes to make things move 
even more quickly! 

Of course not everyone that contacts us has a complaint.  
Some people are looking for information or advice. In 2012-13,  
our Contact Centre answered over 134,000 calls and answered 
over 83% in two minutes or less. The Contact Centre received  
almost 57,000 written pieces of correspondence, and 
processed 82% in 3 calendar days or less. Although these 
statistics are very good, in 2013-14, we are hoping to implement 
a number of technological solutions which will allow the  
Contact Centre to process its workload even more efficiently. 

CCTS can never rest on its laurels – we must always work 
to innovate and improve. We have identified a number of 
activities to assist us in fulfilling our mandate of “continuous 
improvement”. They include a project to review and upgrade 
all of our information and communications technology 
tools, upgrades to our case management system, and the 
enhancement of our relationship with the Telecommunications 
Industry Ombudsman – our counterpart in Australia – which  
has been doing this work since 1993 and has been sharing  
its experience with us. 

2013-14 shapes up as another busy but exciting year.  
We look forward to continuing to offer first-class service  
to Canadian consumers and service providers.
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Who We Are  
& What We Do 

CCTS is an independent organization dedicated to working with 
consumer and small business customers and participating Canadian 
telecommunications service providers to resolve complaints relating 
to most deregulated retail telecommunications services. We strive 
to assist customers and service providers in an independent, fair, 
effective and efficient manner, after direct communications between 
a customer and a service provider has proven ineffective. 

Our Mandate 
We are able to assist customers with a wide range 
of complaints about products and services offered 
in the telecommunications sector including: 

LOCAL TELEPHONE 

LONG DISTANCE TELEPHONE SERVICES 
(including prepaid calling cards) 

WIRELESS SERVICES 
(including voice, data, and text) 

WIRED AND WIRELESS  
INTERNET ACCESS SERVICES 

WHITE PAGE DIRECTORIES, DIRECTORY 
ASSISTANCE, AND OPERATOR SERVICES 

We are able to assist with most types of problems 
that can arise between a customer and his or her 
service provider, including: 

COMPLIANCE WITH CONTRACT  
TERMS AND COMMITMENTS 
for example, disputes about whether there is a 
contract, what is included in a contract or how 
the contract should be interpreted, or whether 
the provider’s conduct meets its contractual 
obligations, or misunderstandings about the 
particulars of a contract or term; 

BILLING DISPUTES AND ERRORS 
for example, complaints about customers having 
agreed to one price and subsequently being 
charged more, being overcharged due to either 
a billing system error or a price that is different 
than advertised, or about being billed for per-use 
services which they claim they did not use; 

SERVICE DELIVERY 
for example, complaints about the installation, 
repair or disconnection of service, including 
the quality of the service or unreasonable 
interruptions to service and transfers of service 
from one provider to another; and, 

CREDIT MANAGEMENT 
for example, complaints about security deposits, 
payment arrangements and collections treatment 
of customer accounts. 

Please see the Mandate page of our website for full details.

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/en/complaints/mandate
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Our Complaints Process 

How it works 
CUSTOMER 

 SUBMITS 
 COMPLAINT 

1
ASSESSMENT 

CCTS determines 
whether complaint  

is in mandate. 

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION 
Key information missing 
from complaint, file on hold 
until customer responds. 

COMPLAINT OUT OF MANDATE 
Complaint outside of mandate  
and referred to appropriate  
organization where possible. 

2
COMPLAINT ACCEPTED 

Complaint forwarded  
to provider, which has  
30 days to respond. 

COMPLAINT RESOLVED 
Complaint resolved between  
customer and provider after  
CCTS involvement. 

SERVICE PROVIDER 
NOT A CCTS PARTICIPANT  
CCTS solicits membership  
within five days of determining  
the complaint is within mandate. 

3
RESOLUTION 

Complaint remains unresolved. 
CCTS collects information from 

both parties and attempts 
informal resolution. 

COMPLAINT RESOLVED 
CCTS successfully “mediates”  
an informal resolution. 

COMPLAINT CLOSED 
Service provider made a reasonable  
offer or clear that provider met  
its obligations to the customer. 

4
INVESTIGATION 

Complaint remains 
unresolved. CCTS analyzes 

evidence provided. 

COMPLAINT RESOLVED 
Analysis of evidence  
facilitates resolution  
of complaint. 

COMPLAINT CLOSED 
Analysis of evidence  
demonstrates provider  
met its obligation or  
reasonable offer is made. 

5
RECOMMENDATION 
Complaint cannot be 
resolved and no basis 

for closure. CCTS issues 
Recommendation to parties 

proposing resolution. 

RECOMMENDATION  
ACCEPTED 
Both customer and  
service provider  
accept Recommendation. 

6
DECISION 

One or both parties rejects 
 the Recommendation. 

CCTS issues a Decision. 

DECISION ACCEPTED 
Customer accepts Decision 
and service provider is bound 
to implement its terms. 

DECISION REJECTED 
Customer rejects Decision 
and is free to pursue other 
remedies. Service provider 
released from Decision. 

Please see the Complaints Process page of our website for full details.

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/en/complaints/complaints-process
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Highlights of 2012-13

The Year in Review

The Year in Review 
This year saw some significant developments in telecommunications regulation that will impact 
CCTS. It has also been an unusually busy year at CCTS. 

What’s Happening at the CRTC 
The Wireless Code 
On October 11, 2012, the CRTC announced that it would 
undertake the development of a mandatory code of conduct 
designed to address the clarity and content of wireless service 
contracts and related issues (Telecom Decision 2012-556). It 
simultaneously commenced a public proceeding to develop the 
Code (Telecom Notice of Consultation 2012-557). The CRTC 
issued a Wireless Code Working Document, which formed the 
basis for comments by participants. The proceeding included  
a public consultation and a hearing. 

CCTS participated in these proceedings. We explained how CCTS  
could administer the Code in a way that would not detract from 
our primary function – working with consumers and service 
providers to resolve disputes. We also commented on various 
provisions of the Working Document which we felt could benefit 
from clarification, in order to reduce ambiguity and uncertainty  
for everyone once the Code came into effect. 

On June 3, 2013 the CRTC issued Telecom Regulatory Policy 
2013-271, which included the Wireless Code. It applies to 
all wireless services effective December 2, 2013, and to all 
contracts for wireless services effective June 3, 2015. 

After the Code was issued, certain service providers challenged 
various aspects of the Code. One of these challenges is before 
the Federal Court of Appeal, disputing the CRTC’s authority to 
make the Code applicable to all contracts by June 2015. There 
are also five applications to the CRTC itself, seeking clarification 
of the applicability, impact and timing of certain provisions of  
the Code on the operations of the individual service providers 
that launched them. 

CCTS is preparing to begin using the Code in resolving wireless 
complaints to which it applies, and to collect data regarding 
compliance with the Code, effective December 2. 

The “Non-Compliant Six” 
The CRTC requires that telecommunications service providers 
which do not currently participate in CCTS must sign up when 
CCTS receives the first complaint from one of their customers.  
As you can see from our Participating Service Providers  
section, new participants join on a regular basis, mostly upon 
receiving notice from CCTS of the requirement to do so. 
However, there are some providers which simply refuse. In  
March 2013 the CRTC commenced a show cause proceeding 
(Telecom Notice of Consultation 2013-133) requiring six named 
service providers to “show cause” why the CRTC should not  
take regulatory action against them for failing to sign up with 
CCTS when we advised them that they were obligated to  
do so. The six named providers were: 

• Adeste (Mississauga ON) 
• Broadline Networks (Brantford ON) 
• iTalk (Richmond Hill ON) 
• Imagen (Vancouver BC) 
• Toll Free Forwarding (Los Angeles CA USA) 
• Voipgo (Mississauga ON) 

iTalk signed up with CCTS days after the proceeding was 
commenced, but the others did not. 

On September 18 the CRTC issued Telecom Decision 2013-495. 
Of the five service providers that remained non-compliant, it 
concluded that Broadline Networks was no longer in business, 
and that Voipgo’s customer base had been purchased by a 
company that currently participates in CCTS (Axsit). So no  
further action was required in relation to these companies.

http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2012/2012-556.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2012/2012-557.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-271.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/info_sht/t13.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-133.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-495.htm
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Highlights of 2012-13

The Year in Review

The CRTC found Adeste, Imagen and Toll Free Forwarding to be 
in breach of the CCTS participation requirement. The Commission 
described their non-compliance as serious, and issued mandatory 
orders requiring them to provide certain information and 
documents. It will register these orders with the Federal Court of 
Canada and will pursue their enforcement as orders of that court. 

At paragraph 21 of the Decision, the CRTC expressed the 
view that “CCTS is an important component of an increasingly 
competitive telecommunications market”. 

CCTS acknowledges the CRTC’s efforts to extend the  
availability of the CCTS process to the largest possible  
number of Canadian consumers. 

What’s Happening at CCTS 
Handling Complaints Efficiently 
On August 1, 2012 CCTS had 430 customer complaints at 
Investigation, with another 1,100 or so at various stages of the 
complaint-handling process. We had projected that complaint 
volumes would increase during the year, and we were right, but 
we were surprised at just how quickly that happened. In the first 
quarter of 2012-13 we received 55% more complaints than we 
had received in the last quarter of 2011-12. This pace continued 
into the second quarter. 

By February 2013 we had 650 complaints at the Investigation 
stage and another 1,700 at various stages of the process. 
This inventory was too large and was negatively impacting the 
timeliness of our service. So we moved quickly to hire additional 
Customer Service Representatives for our Contact Centre, and 
additional Complaints Resolution Officers at Investigations. 
In order to do so, we had to lease temporary office space to 
accommodate all of our new staff. We were able to accomplish 
all of this within our $3.9 million annual budget. 

This hiring, combined with the reduction in complaints received 
in the second half of the year, has allowed us to restore and even 
improve our service levels. At July 31, 2013, our inventory of 
complaints at Investigations was down to 200 (less than half  
of what it was just one year earlier). And there were just over  
500 complaints at various other stages of the process. 

Here is a quarter-by-quarter breakdown of the number of 
complaints accepted in 2011-12: 

Quarter Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Complaints 
Accepted 

4,127 4,192 2,880 2,496 

To operate our business we rely heavily on technology, 
particularly on our custom-built case management system.  
But the lesson from this year’s events is that it takes people to 
make our business run effectively – trained and dedicated staff  
to take your calls, investigate your complaints and work with  
you and your service provider to solve problems. We are proud 
of our staff and the work they do, and we support them by 
providing training and development and a workplace culture  
in which they feel valued and recognized for the often thankless 
work they do helping consumers and our participating  
service providers. 

Continuing Growth 
For the sixth straight year, the number of complaints received 
from consumers has increased: 

Year Complaints Accepted 

2012-13 13,692 

2011-12 10,838 

2010-11 8,007 

2009-10 3,747 

2008-09 3,214 

2007-08 2,226 

Investigating complaints is a “people” business. Naturally, our 
staff complement has also grown over the years: 

Year Staff Size 

At July 31, 2013 51 

At July 31, 2012 39 

At July 31, 2011 28 

At July 31, 2010 19 

The rapid growth in the number of staff required to provide  
timely and thorough service to consumers and service providers 
has resulted in CCTS outgrowing its office space. Plans are in 
place for CCTS to move to larger premises in 2013-14. Moving 
always entails a degree of disruption, but we will do our utmost  
to ensure that we continue to provide our usual level of  
service to our customers. 
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Highlights of 2012-13

The Year in Review

Supporting Our Staff 
CCTS expects its staff to provide first-class service to our 
customers. We support our staff in this goal by providing 
them with the best tools we can with which to do their work. 
In support of our objective of resolving the maximum possible 
number of complaints, this year we again designed and delivered 
a customized course in techniques of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution (ADR), which was received very positively. We also 
increased the funding available to staff for all forms of training and 
professional development. We also strive to provide a healthy and 
positive work environment. To that end, this year we conducted 
a workplace safety survey and developed and implemented a 
Respect in the Workplace policy. 

In 2013-14 we will conduct a review of our Information and 
Communications Technology (ICT) infrastructure, in order to 
ensure that our employees have the best possible tools at their 
disposal to provide service. We have identified modifications 
to be made to our case management system, as well as other 
electronic initiatives, which we anticipate will allow us to deliver 
our services more efficiently and effectively in coming years. 

“ I was extremely impressed with 
the efficiency of the CCTS. Direct 
communication with the service provider 
was a result of your response to my 
complaint. I tell anyone with a problem 
with their service providers to contact 
you. Kudos, CCTS.”  
– V. S., a wireless customer
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Complaints
2012-13

Complaints 
In this section you will find our overall operational statistics, and the highlights of the main 
issues presented by the complaints we saw. Later in this Report you will find a section full of 
detailed statistical reports, including a breakdown of all the issues received in the complaints 
we concluded this year, as well as a breakdown of complaints received from customers of each 
participating service provider. 

2012-13 Operational Statistics Report 
2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

Number of Complaints Accepted 8,007 10,838 13,692 

Complaints Concluded 7,732 10,678 14,036 

Number of Complaints resolved at Pre-Investigation 5,203 7,103 8,690 

Number of Complaints resolved at Investigation 1,535 2,523 4,033 

Total Complaints Resolved 6,738 9,626 12,723 

Number of Complaints closed at Pre-Investigation 288 459 539 

Number of Complaints closed at Investigation 646 555 725 

Total Complaints Closed 934 1,014 1,264 

Number of Recommendations accepted – 27 41 

Number of Decisions issued 10 11 8
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Complaints
2012-13

2012-13 Operational Statistics 

13,692 
Complaints Accepted 

PRE-INVESTIGATION8,690 
Complaints resolved 

539
Complaints closed 

INVESTIGATION4,033  
Complaints resolved 

725
Complaints closed 

41 RECOMMENDATIONS  
ACCEPTED 8 DECISIONS  

ISSUED 

14,036
Complaints Concluded 

90.6% 
RESOLUTION  

RATE 
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Complaints
2012-13

Summary of Leading Complaint Issues
This table highlights the most common issues that we saw in this year’s complaints, accounting for 70% of the complaint issues we recorded. 

Issue 

Number of times  
Issue is mentioned  

in a Complaint  
Percent of all 

Complaint Issues 

Billing errors regarding a customer’s monthly price plan 2,224 11.5% 

Loss of service and repair issues 2,080 10.8% 

30-day notice for cancellation 1,835 9.5% 

Early termination/Cancellation fees 1,490 7.7% 

Non-disclosure of Terms/Misleading information about terms 967 5.0% 

Customer- Initiated service cancellations (including porting issues) 915 4.7% 

Compliance with Terms of Service/Contract 837 4.3% 

Roaming charges 721 3.7% 

Credit reporting 611 3.2% 

Data charges 539 2.8% 

Credit/refund not received 516 2.7% 

Consent to contracts (no consent or non-disclosure) 514 2.7% 

Long distance disputes (Chargeable messages) 405 2.1%
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Summary of Issues Raised in Complaints 
This provides a snapshot view of the broad subject categories into which complaints received this year fell, as well as the lines  
of business which generated them. Once again, billing problems account for by far the largest number of issues raised in complaints  
in 2012-13, and customers complained about their wireless services more than any other service. These statistics mirror the results  
that we reported in last year’s Annual Report. 

Billing error Contract dispute Service delivery* 
Credit 

management Total 

Wireless services  6,318   3,207  1,667   471   11,663 

Internet access  1,670   795   1,166   127   3,758 

Local exchange and VOIP  1,366   730   941   135  3,172 

Long distance  460   84   129   26  699 

Directory assistance  –   –   –   –  – 

White page directories  –   2   3   –   5 

Operator  –   –   –   –   – 

TOTAL  9,814  4,818   3,906   759  19,297 

* (installation, repair and maintenance) 

Subject Service
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Topics & Trends
For the year 2012-13

Topics & Trends 
SECTION CONTENT 

Disclosure of Important Information 13 Credit Reporting 16 Common Complaint  17 
Issues – A Follow-up 

Each year, we write about some of the complaints that we 
investigated during the year. Our goal is to describe some of the 
problems that we see, to highlight areas in which service providers 
could improve their practices and avoid complaints, and to let 
consumers know what they can do to avoid common pitfalls. 

This year we focus on: 

• Complaints about Participating Service Providers’ failure  
to properly communicate Terms of Service or policies; 

• Participating Service Providers’ responsiveness to issues we 
have previously identified, including the clarity of Terms, the 
accuracy of the metering and billing of roaming, data and 
bandwidth charges, and the requirement to provide thirty days’ 
notice prior to transferring service to another provider; and 

• Complaints about Participating Service Providers which have 
referred accounts for collection. 

A common theme emerges from many of these cases. We found 
many examples of service providers failing to fully or properly 
inform customers about important aspects of their service. In 
some cases, we found that the service providers’ representatives 
did not provide correct information to customers or did not fully 
understand the details of the services that they were supporting. 
In other cases, we found that the correct information had been 
provided but that the customer misunderstood key aspects 
of the service or billing policies. Service providers could avoid 
some of these complaints by focusing on increasing the quality 
of communication between their representatives and their 
customers. Errors and misunderstandings can be avoided, and 
the number of complaints reduced, if service providers place 
greater emphasis on ensuring that the information being delivered 
by their representatives to their customers is clear, consistent and 
accurate. Service providers should ensure that all representatives 
are thoroughly trained and equipped to ensure that complex plans 
and Terms and Conditions are properly explained to customers. 

This year, we also revisit some issues discussed in previous 
years’ Annual Reports, in particular those about which we 
have urged the industry to develop a solution to respond 
to complaints. We comment on the extent to which service 
providers appear to have responded to these concerns and 
whether the number of complaints about those issues has 
changed. We have found that although in some instances 
service providers seem to have put in place measures to address 
certain issues we have previously raised, we are continuing to 
receive an increasing number of complaints about other issues 
regarding which we have previously urged the industry to develop 
solutions. We call on service providers to turn their attention to 
these matters in order to reduce the number of complaints we 
receive on these issues. We would be pleased to work with them 
to discuss appropriate solutions. 

Disclosure of  
Important Information
Each year, CCTS receives complaints from customers who 
have agreed to accept service, and in some cases to enter 
into fixed term agreements, but who have not been properly 
informed (or as many of these consumers say, “misled”) about 
key Terms and Conditions (a.k.a. Terms of Service, Terms of 
Use) relating to the services. Some customers even tell us that 
key Terms were not disclosed at all before they agreed to take 
the service. In some cases these Terms relate to the service 
provider’s policies. In other cases, customers claim to have 
been misled about the price of their services or the amount of 
promotional or other discounts that the provider was supposed 
to apply to their account. In many complaints, customers also 
tell us that their service providers are seeking to apply provisions 
of the Terms and Conditions, to which they do not believe they 
have consented. As a result, we often receive complaints from 
customers who are billed for services that they did not agree 
to receive, or from customers whose consent to be bound by 
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certain contractual provisions is in question because one or  
more provisions of the Terms are vague, ambiguous or were  
not properly disclosed. 

We also received many complaints from customers who claim to 
have inquired about specific Terms and Conditions surrounding 
such things as termination charges, the ability to cancel or 
temporarily suspend service, or when transferring responsibility  
for the service to another party. In many of these cases we found 
that the customer was not given proper information in response 
to their inquiry, causing a complaint that could have been avoided 
had the service provider fully informed the customer about the 
relevant Terms and Conditions. In our 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11 
and 2011-12 Annual Reports, we stated that if service providers 
seek to bind a customer to their Terms and Conditions, they 
must ensure that the terms are clear, unambiguous and that the 
customer has clearly consented to them. 

In 2012-13, the issue we call “non-disclosure of terms/misleading 
information about terms” was raised almost 1,000 times and 
compared to last year, the number of times that this issue was 
raised increased by 73%. We note that the Wireless Code 
requires wireless service providers to give customers a Critical 
Information Summary, designed to summarize the most important 
elements of the contract; we hope that this will reduce the number 
of disclosure issues in future years. 

Case Study # 1 – “Unlimited” service  
limited by an undisclosed Fair Use Policy 

A customer who lived in a rural area contacted a wireless 
internet service provider to inquire about obtaining wireless 
internet service at his home. He informed the provider that he 
was looking for an unlimited wireless internet package, which 
the provider advised him that it could provide. The customer 
agreed to obtain the service under a fixed term contract and 
the service was installed. However, once he started using the 
service, he was advised by his service provider for the first time 
that his usage would be capped to what the service provider 
believed was an acceptable limit and that when approaching or 
exceeding that limit, his service would be subject to internet traffic 
management practices which would cause his connection speed 
to be degraded. He was unable to resolve the complaint to his 
satisfaction directly with his service provider. During the course 
of our investigation, we found that the customer had not been 
informed about the true nature of his “unlimited” internet service. 
We told the customer that we could not force his provider to give 
him completely unlimited service because it does not offer this. 
However, given the failure to properly inform him of the Fair Use 
Policy, we would not allow the provider to hold him to the contract 
and would permit him to cancel the contract without penalty. He 
informed us that although he was disappointed, he did not want 

to cancel his service as he found it to be reliable. The complaint 
was resolved to the mutual satisfaction of the customer and 
provider through the application of a number of different credits 
and promotions on both the customer’s wireless internet and 
wireless phone account. 

Case Study #2 – I was given  
the wrong information 

A customer had called her service provider to ask how much 
she would be billed if she cancelled her service before the expiry 
of her contract. The customer says that she was advised that 
the early cancellation fee (ECF) would be $300. The customer 
then called once more and also engaged in an online chat with 
her service provider to again confirm the fees and says that on 
each occasion she was advised that it would be $300. Based 
on this information, she decided to cancel her service and was 
subsequently billed $600 for the early cancellation. During 
our investigation we found that the service provider’s terms of 
service state that in the customer’s case, the ECF would indeed 
be $600. We also analysed a record of one of the online chats 
during which the customer asked how much she would be 
charged. During this chat, the service provider informed her 
that it would be $400. Although its Terms of Service allowed the 
provider to bill the customer $600 for the ECF, on the facts of this 
case we concluded that the inaccurate information provided to 
the customer by her provider influenced her decision to cancel 
the service. We therefore relied on the evidence presented to 
us that the customer had been informed that the ECF would 
be $400 and recommended that the service provider credit the 
remaining $200. Both parties felt that the Recommendation 
represented a satisfactory resolution to the complaint. 

MESSAGE: 
Service providers need to ensure that they properly inform 
customers about the Terms and Conditions related to 
their services, including termination, billing practices, 
and limitations on fair use policies. Customers need to be 
vigilant about reviewing critical terms and conditions prior 
to accepting or using the service. 

“ Thank you for all your help. It’s very 
important for a customer to know that 
he is not alone in this market jungle.”  
– S.D., a wireless customer
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  Case Study #3 – The details matter 
A customer switched his home phone and internet 

service to a new provider which promised to apply monthly 
promotional credits that would have the effect of matching 
the price that the customer had been paying with his previous 
provider. The customer signed up for a two-year term but the 
promotional credits stopped after three months. During our 
investigation, the service provider sent us evidence that the 
customer had been informed that the contract length was two 
years and that the promotional discounts would be applied 
for three months. Nonetheless, the service provider offered 
to provide the customer with an additional six months of 
promotional credits which represented a satisfactory resolution 
to the customer. In a second similar case, a customer had added 
what she thought was an unlimited international text messaging 
plan to her wireless service but was billed over $500 in additional 
text messaging charges. During our investigation, the service 
provider was able to produce a recording of the call in which 
the service provider had clearly explained to the customer that 
her plan was limited to 100 texts. CCTS therefore found that the 
terms and conditions had been clearly explained to the customer 
and that she had been billed in accordance with those terms. 

 Case Study #4 – Service Provider’s Policy 
not made available to its customers 

A customer had signed up for internet service with a provider 
that required him to pay a security deposit for the modem that 
it provided to him. After having used the service for some time, 
the customer decided to cancel it and requested that his security 
deposit be refunded. The service provider informed him that it 
would only refund a portion of the deposit he had paid, further 
to its policy. The customer was not able to resolve the complaint 
directly with the service provider and filed a complaint with 
CCTS. During our investigation, the service provider informed us 
that its policy required it to only refund a portion of the security 
deposit, based on the condition and market value of the modem 
when returned. We found, however, that the terms of the policy 
were so vague that the customer would not have been able to 
determine what portion, if any, of his security deposit would be 
returned and under what circumstances. Moreover, the service 
provider could not provide any evidence that the details of the 
policy, in particular the fact that only a portion of the security 
deposit would be refunded, were explained to the customer.  
The policy was not included in the provider’s Terms of Service 
and was not otherwise available to the customer (for example,  
on the provider’s website). We therefore recommended that the 
full amount of the security deposit be refunded. 

 Case Study #5 – Extending contract  
terms after a wireless device upgrade 

A customer was receiving wireless service under a three 
year contract. After about two years, the customer called the 
provider to see if she qualified to upgrade her device for free. 
She explained that the service provider told her that she could 
upgrade her device for free, so she went to a retail location to 
choose her new device. About a year later, at the end of her 
three year contract, she called the provider to cancel her service 
and was advised that she would be billed an early termination 
fee (ETF) since she had two years remaining on her contract. 
When the customer disputed the basis for the charge, the service 
provider informed her that she had agreed to a new three year 
contract when she upgraded her device and therefore had 
to pay ETF if she cancelled her service early. She contacted 
CCTS. During our investigation, the service provider was not 
able to demonstrate that it had informed the customer that 
she was entering into a new three-year contract by agreeing to 
upgrade her device. Even though it may be common practice 
that the provision by the service provider of a discounted or free 
device triggers a new fixed-term contract, we concluded that 
the customer had not consented to a new three-year contract 
and should not be required to pay ETF if she proceeded with 
the cancellation of her service. Both the customer and service 
provider were satisfied with our conclusions. 

“CONTRACT – NON-DISCLOSURE/MISLEADING TERMS” 
TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Rank Service provider Issues 
% of all  
Issues

 1 Bell Canada 573 33.0%

 2 Rogers 457 26.3%

 3 Wind Mobile 125 7.2%

 4 Fido 104 6.0% 

5 TELUS 100 5.8%
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Credit Reporting
In 2012-13, the number of times that a customer raised an issue 
about inaccurate or inappropriate reporting to credit agencies 
increased by almost 165% compared to 2011-12. We expect 
that service providers may eventually refer unpaid accounts 
to collections. But many of the complaints we received were 
from customers who had paid their accounts but found that 
the provider had referred them to collections anyway! We also 
received complaints from customers who did not pay an invoice, 
which they were disputing, but whose accounts were referred 
to a collection agency while the account was being disputed. 
Customers who have had their accounts inappropriately referred 
to a collection agency face very real consequences that could 
potentially impact them in many ways. For example, a derogatory 
report could be placed on their credit bureau profile, interfering 
with other objectives such as making large purchases or 
obtaining financing. 

Case Study #6 – My account  
was sent to a collection agency  

and the charges were not even valid 
A customer had made a complaint to CCTS regarding a final 
invoice received from his service provider for an additional thirty 
days’ of service after he had requested its cancellation. These 
were the only charges on the invoice and the customer was 
disputing them in their entirety. During our investigation, the 
service provider referred the account to a collection agency, in 
spite of the fact that both the customer and the provider were 
actively involved in trying to resolve it with CCTS. The complaint 
was eventually concluded with CCTS finding that the charges 
were not valid. The service provider was then required to credit 
the charges, remove the account from collections and correct 
the customer’s credit report. 

 Case Study #7 – Paying the  
undisputed portion of an invoice 

In this complaint, a customer cancelled her internet service and 
was billed an early cancellation fee which she claimed should not 
have been billed as her service had not been provided under a 
fixed term contract. She was also disputing long distance fees 
in the amount of approximately $120. While she was disputing 
these charges with her service provider, she did not make any 
payments on her account and her service provider referred 
it to a collection agency. The customer could not resolve the 
complaint directly with the service provider, which informed her 
that although the early cancellation fee was billed to her in error, 
the long distance charges were appropriately billed as the calls 
had been made directly from her home phone. Our investigation 
confirmed that the early cancellation fees had been billed in error 
while the long distance charges were appropriately invoiced.  
The service provider credited the ECF, half of the long distance 
fees and removed the account from the collection agency and 
sent a correction to the credit reporting agency. 

MESSAGE: 
Service providers should not refer unpaid accounts to 
a collection agency when the amount at issue is being 
reasonably disputed by the customer. We strongly 
encourage service providers to develop processes that 
will enable them to identify these accounts and ensure 
that they are not referred to a collection agency until such 
time as the complaint has been investigated. We also 
remind customers who are disputing charges on their 
accounts that they should pay all undisputed charges 
during the complaint resolution process. 

“CREDIT REPORTING” 
TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Rank Service provider Issues 
% of all  
Issues

 1 Bell Canada 157 30.4%

 2 Rogers 97 18.8%

 3 Wind Mobile 37 7.2%

 4 TELUS 32 6.2% 

5 Acanac 27 5.2%
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Common Complaint  
Issues – A Follow-up 
In our work we come across situations in which we believe that 
service providers could reduce the number of complaints or 
otherwise decrease customer frustration by reviewing certain 
practices or implementing certain procedures. We highlight  
these situations in our Annual Report and provide information  
to service providers about these opportunities. We also discuss  
a number of “topics and trends” that are of particular interest. 
Our goal in doing this is to inform and educate all stakeholders 
about the types of complaints we receive, how they are resolved, 
and what service providers and customers alike could do to try to 
avoid these disputes in the future. Since beginning this exercise, 
some service providers have shown genuine interest in having a 
better understanding of what causes their customers’ complaints 
and how they could more efficiently prevent and resolve them. 
They have reached out to CCTS and we continue to work 
with them. We have noticed, for example, that since we first 
discussed the problems surrounding the requirement to provide 
thirty days’ notice to cancel service, some service providers 
have done away with the requirement. We are encouraged by 
these developments. However, we also continue to receive 
complaints about issues that we have previously addressed, 
sometimes on numerous occasions, and about which we 
have provided suggestions and ideas on how to reduce these 
complaints. Below, we discuss some of the topics about which 
we have previously made suggestions and provided guidance, 
and we discuss whether or not there has been any progress in 
addressing these issues. 

Premium Text Messages 
In both our 2009-10 and 2010-11 Annual Reports, we noted 
the high number of complaints about the billing of premium text 
messages. These complaints were generally from customers 
who claim not to have signed up to receive these premium 
text messages but were nonetheless billed fees which ranged 
anywhere from a couple of dollars to a couple of thousands 
of dollars per complaint. During our investigations of these 
complaints, we found that service providers were frequently 
unable or unwilling to demonstrate that the charges were 
legitimate. Specifically, they were not able to demonstrate to 
customers or CCTS that the premium text messages in question 
had actually been subscribed to by the customers in accordance 
with the CWTA’s Short Code Guidelines (Guidelines), in particular 
that the customer had “opted in” twice as required by the 
Guidelines. We explained that if service providers intend to bill 
for these premium text messages, then they must be able to 
demonstrate that the charges are legitimate. 

We are pleased to report a 98% decrease in the number of times 
that premium text messaging was raised as an issue in 2012-13. 
This is a significant improvement given that we recorded almost 
61% more issues overall this year than last. Service providers 
also seem to be doing a better job of resolving these complaints, 
both at the front-line and when working with CCTS. 93% of all 
complaints relating to premium text messages that did come 
to CCTS were resolved to the satisfaction of the customer, and 
of those complaints resolved, about 90% were resolved within 
40 days. This persuades us that service providers have come 
to understand the issues related to these complaints and have 
changed their practices to avoid them and to deal with  
them more efficiently. 

Confidence surrounding Tracking  
and Billing of Roaming, Data and  
Additional Bandwidth Charges 
In our 2010-11 Annual Report, we discussed complaints that  
we received regarding wireless data and roaming charges, 
as well as charges for additional internet bandwidth usage. 
Specifically, we talked about complaints that we received from 
customers who denied making use of the additional data/ 
bandwidth consumption for which they were billed. We found 
that in many of these cases, customers lacked confidence in 
the metering and billing of their data usage by service providers. 
Customers repeatedly told us that they were not satisfied with 
having to simply accept the accuracy of the data being reported 
in their service providers’ systems. We urged the industry to 
take all steps possible to increase consumer confidence in the 
accuracy of data measurement. 

This year, we recorded 128% more issues about wireless data, 
roaming and internet bandwidth charges than last year. It 
remains one of the most-complained about issues. The billing 
of wireless data and roaming charges, together with internet 
bandwidth charges, was raised by customers over 1,500 times. 
These complaints raise questions about public confidence 
concerning the measurement of data usage. We continue to 
receive increasing numbers of complaints from customers who 
question the accuracy of the tools used by their service providers 
to capture the amount of data they used and for which they 
are being billed. These customers often deny having used the 
additional data recorded by their provider’s system. These cases 
are challenging for us to investigate because service providers 
tell us that their tools to measure data usage are accurate. Yet 
customers do not believe they always are, and are not content 
with simply accepting the accuracy of the data as reported 
by their providers. In no case that we reviewed did we find a 
service provider which offered a way to independently verify that 
the amount of data measured was accurate. Additionally, we 
received complaints from customers who specifically requested 
that their service providers’ demonstrate that the additional 
usage was consumed by their device. In some of the complaints 



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2012-13 18

Topics & Trends
For the year 2012-13

that we reviewed, service providers were able to clearly 
demonstrate that usage came directly from the customer’s 
device or internet modem/router and the billing was therefore 
accurate. It seems as though some service providers are making 
an attempt to bring greater transparency to their billing practices 
by providing CCTS with documentation demonstrating that the 
data was consumed from a device for which the complainant is 
responsible. Service providers may be able to reduce complaints 
to CCTS by providing this evidence to customers directly upon 
request and prior to the escalation of the complaint to CCTS. 

MESSAGE: 
We again urge the industry to take greater steps to instill 
confidence in the metering and billing of data, roaming and 
bandwidth charges as this is a growing area of complaints 
with potentially costly consequences for customers. We 
know that at least one provider offers certification of their 
network speeds. Having an independent audit to certify 
the accuracy of service providers’ systems that calculate 
the amount of data being consumed, and publicly 
sharing the results, might help to also increase consumer 
confidence in this regard and would have a material impact 
on reducing the number of complaints. 

Case Study #8 – Show me the usage 
A wireless customer was billed additional charges of just  

over $300 for using more data than was included in her plan.  
She disputed having used more than her allotment and said  
that the log on her device did not indicate additional usage.  
The service provider could not provide evidence to CCTS that  
the additional data was indeed consumed and thus agreed to 
fully credit the additional charges. It also applied an additional 
credit of $115 to the customer’s account, which she accepted  
to resolve the complaint. 

Case Study #9 –  
Show me the usage part 2 

In a similar case, a customer was billed an additional $40 for 
using more data than was included in her plan. Although the 
service provider gave the customer no evidence about the 
legitimacy of the additional usage when she complained to the 
service provider, it did provide CCTS with such evidence. The 
service provider nonetheless credited the disputed charges on  
a goodwill basis and the complaint was resolved. 

 Case Study #10 – Additional  
charges for picture messaging 

Another wireless customer was billed for additional data and 
roaming charges for picture messages that were sent from 
his device. The customer disputed having sent the picture 
messages and asked the service provider to supply evidence to 
demonstrate that he did so. The service provider informed the 
customer that pictures were sent from his device while he was 
roaming in the U.S. and offered him a credit of $75 as a gesture 
of goodwill. The customer declined and filed a complaint with 
CCTS. The service provider submitted evidence to us that clearly 
demonstrated that pictures were sent from the customer’s device 
while he was in the U.S. and that under its Terms of Service it 
was entitled to charge extra for these messages. Nonetheless, 
the service provider offered the customer a credit of $180 which 
the customer accepted. 

MESSAGE: 
Service providers should, to the extent possible, provide 
customers directly with evidence that supports the billing 
of disputed roaming, data and bandwidth charges. As 
the cases above demonstrate, service providers often 
have documentation to demonstrate that data was used 
by a specific device. Providing this information directly 
to customers, rather to CCTS only after a complaint 
has been made, would help to both increase consumer 
confidence relating to billing practices and also help to 
reduce the number of complaints. 

“ROAMING, DATA, AND BANDWIDTH CHARGES” 
TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Rank Service provider Issues 
% of all  
Issues

 1 Rogers 613 40.5%

 2 Bell Canada 255 16.9%

 3 Fido 209 13.8%

 4 Wind Mobile 108 7.1% 

5 Virgin Mobile Canada 82 5.4%
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30-day Notice to Cancel Service 
In each of our last three Annual Reports we expressed concern 
about the policy of many service providers requiring 30 days’ notice 
to cancel service. When put into practice, it often left customers 
in the unfair position of having to choose between fulfilling their 
obligations to their current provider by giving the 30 days’ notice or 
to port their service to their new provider of choice, but not both. 
For example, if a customer gave his current provider the required 
30 days’ notice, he would avoid paying for an additional 30 days’ of 
service but then at the end of the thirty days, his account would be 
canceled. As a result, the new provider would not be able to port 
the customer’s phone number. We therefore recommended that 
the industry explore options that would not require the customer 
to make this choice, such as initiating a process by which the 
customer would simultaneously a) inform the current provider of the 
intention to discontinue service in thirty days, and b) contact the 
new service provider to place the order, but ask the new provider 
to make the effective date thirty days into the future. 

Although we know that some service providers have removed the 
requirement to provide thirty days’ notice to cancel, we continue 
to receive an increasing number of complaints about this issue. 
In 2012-13, 9.5% of all issues raised in complaints were from 
customers who were billed an additional 30 days’ of service after 
having transferred their number to a new service provider. This was 
the second-most complained about issue. We continue to believe 
that many of these complaints could be avoided if service providers 
implemented a process such as the one we raised for discussion. 
We also received complaints in 2012-13 from customers who said 
that they were not informed about the requirement to provide thirty 
days’ notice prior to cancellation or who were specifically advised 
that they were not required to do so, when in fact they were. 

The Wireless Code will now prohibit wireless service providers 
from requiring customers to provide 30 days notice of 
cancellation. However, the requirement may remain in place  
with respect to other services. 

MESSAGE: 
Service providers should ensure that they explain the 
options to customers when they inquire about porting or 
cancelling their services, so as to make certain that the 
customer is aware that he/she may be able to request that 
the new service provider “future date” the order to avoid 
having to pay two service providers at the same time. 
Also, a review of current industry porting requirements 
and practices might be appropriate, to ensure that the 
process itself does not unduly inconvenience customers 
or require them to pay two service providers when only 
one is providing the service. 

 Case Study #11 – Ability to make use  
of service during 30-day notice period 

We received a number of complaints in which the customer called 
his/her service provider prior to porting the service to a new 
provider. These customers were informed that thirty days’ notice 
was required. Although they did not feel that this requirement was 
appropriate, they agreed to pay their current service providers 
for another thirty days. They subsequently disputed the charge 
saying that their old service providers did not make the service 
available to them during these thirty days. Since it was not 
available and they were not able to make use of it, they should 
not have to pay for the service. The service providers involved in 
these disputes took different approaches in responding to the 
complaints. In some cases, the service providers fully or partially 
credited the charges, in spite of the fact that we found that their 
Terms of Service required that the customers provide thirty days’ 
notice prior to porting a number to a new provider. In other cases, 
the service providers did not offer any credit to the customer and 
CCTS did not find any grounds upon which to recommend that 
they refund the charges. 

“ Keep up the good work, an independent 
organization like CCTS is really important 
to have around. I would like to thank each 
of your staff for their great effort and 
professionalism.”  
– G. M., an internet customer
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 Case Study #12 – I wasn’t aware! 
A customer called a wireless service provider to inquire 

about obtaining wireless service on a temporary basis. He 
explained to the provider that he would only require the service 
for about six weeks, but the provider told him that it had a two 
month minimum service period. The customer agreed and 
obtained the service. Two months later, the customer called 
to cancel the service and was advised that he was required to 
provide thirty days’ notice to cancel the service. The customer 
complained to his service provider that he hadn’t been advised 
of this requirement when he ordered the service and that he 
had specifically informed the representative that he was only 
going to be using the service for the minimum service period 
of two months, but the complaint was not resolved. During our 
investigation and following discussion with CCTS, however, the 
service provider offered to credit the additional 30 days’ of service 
charges and the customer was satisfied with this resolution. 

MESSAGE: 
We strongly recommend, AGAIN, that service providers 
take steps to ensure that all of their employees are fully 
aware of their policies and billing practices and that  
this information is properly provided to customers  
at the relevant time. 

“ Fast, quick, and easy. Resolved my 
problem with the service provider right 
after filing a complaint.”  
– M. C., a home phone customer 

“30-DAY NOTICE FOR CANCELLATION” 
TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Rank Service provider Issues 
% of all  
Issues

 1 Rogers 940 51.2%

 2 Bell Canada 327 17.8%

 3 Fido 304 16.6% 

4 Virgin Mobile Canada 57 3.1%

 5 TELUS  52 2.8%



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2012-13 21

2012-13

Participating Service Providers

Participating 
Service Providers 
Signing Up Service Providers
The CRTC requires all service providers that offer services within 
our mandate to participate in CCTS’ dispute resolution process. 
Those service providers that are not currently participating in 
CCTS are required to do so within 5 days of receiving notice that 
we have received a complaint from one of their customers. 

In 2012-13, CCTS continued to sign-up new service providers 
and their brands. New providers are identified by an asterisk on 
the table at the end of this section. We now offer our dispute 
resolution services to customers of 241 providers and brands. 

Although the large majority of these service providers joined 
CCTS without delay once they were informed of their requirement 
to do so, there were a number of service providers which failed to 
sign up with CCTS in spite of having been sent numerous notices 
informing them of their obligation to do so. As part of our process, 
these “non-compliant” service providers are referred to the CRTC 
for enforcement action. In 2012-13, we were required to refer the 
following 13 service providers to the CRTC for this reason: 

Adeste 
Gaboogie Canada 
Imagen (Lions Gate Internet) 
MJP Computer Solutions 
NetOne Canada 
NetTalk 
Phone Power 

Skysurfer 
Sunny International Services 
Tac Telecom 
Télécom BT 
Telesmart Communications 
XpanServ 

Non-compliant service providers run the risk of losing the right  
to serve Canadian customers. 

Although there is a process to refer non-compliant service 
providers to the CRTC, we wish to avoid having to take such 
steps as it results in delays in resolving complaints. We therefore 
urge all service providers that have received a notice that they 
are required to sign up with CCTS to do so prior to CCTS 
having to refer the matter to the CRTC. We are committed to 
ensuring that the greatest number of Canadians has access to 
our services and to supporting the CRTC in its efforts to ensure 
that customers are not disadvantaged by failure of their service 
provider to meet its regulatory obligations. 

Follow-up Regarding  
Service Provider Delays in 
Responding to Complaints 
When CCTS accepts a customer’s complaint, we send the 
complaint to the customer’s service provider. The provider has  
30 days within which to work with its customer to try to resolve 
the complaint, and to write back to us to let us know whether 
or not the complaint has been resolved to the customer’s 
satisfaction. If the complaint remains unresolved, the service 
provider must provide us with a written response, before the 
expiry of the 30 day period, which must include an explanation  
of its position in respect of the complaint, and must include 
copies of all relevant documents. 

This seems fairly straight-forward. However, in our 2010-11 
Annual Report we noted that “…almost 12 % of all complaints 
that were escalated to our Investigations level were escalated 
only because the service provider either did not provide a 
response (either by the deadline or at all), or its response was 
insufficiently detailed, thus requiring an investigation.” This 
concerned us, so we began to monitor this statistic carefully. 
To our surprise, in 2011-12 the problem got worse. In last 
year’s Annual Report, we noted that in 2011-12 over 42% of all 
complaints were escalated to our Investigations group simply 
because the provider did not provide us with a response to the 
complaint within the required 30 days. We specifically asked our 
Participating Service Providers to deal with the problem: “We 
strongly urge that participating service providers ensure that 
they have the appropriate resources and procedures in place to 
fully respond to complaints, and to do so within the timelines set 
out in the CCTS Procedural Code.” We went on to describe a 
number of steps that we had taken to assist service providers to 
respond properly to complaints. In addition to those measures, 
this year we began sending to each provider a quarterly report 
detailing the provider’s complaint statistics for the quarter. In 
those reports we have been detailing the number of complaints 
escalated to Investigations due to the lack of a proper and timely 
response, and we have been highlighting for providers how their 
performance compares to that of other service providers.
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Unfortunately, all of these efforts have not resolved the problem. 
In 2012-13, what we call “overdue”1 complaint responses made 
up 41% of all the complaints referred to Investigations. This table 
identifies the 10 participating service providers that generated the 
largest number of overdue responses. 

The table on the right shows the raw number of “overdue” 
escalations. But looking at those statistics alone does not tell  
the whole story. There are some providers whose responses 
were routinely overdue. 

Service Provider 
Escalations for 

Overdue Response 

Rogers  733 

Virgin Mobile 342 

Bell Canada 235 

Fido 76 

Acanac 66 

TELUS 49 

Videotron 26 

Wind Mobile 26 

Public Mobile 24 

Bell Aliant 22 

In the table on the left you will find the 10 service providers2 with 
the largest proportion of escalations to Investigation resulting 
from “overdue” responses. 

Timely and complete service provider responses to complaints 
contribute to quicker resolutions, a better customer experience, 
and lower costs to providers. We again urge our participating 
service providers to ensure that they are familiar with their 
responsibilities under section 6 of our Procedural Code and that 
they have sufficient resources devoted to this function. 

Service Provider 

Number of 
Overdue  

Escalations 

Overdues 
as % of all  

Escalations 

Caztel 7 100.0% 

Sears Connect 8 100.0% 

Public Mobile 24 92.3% 

Speak Out Wireless (7-11) 9 90.0% 

Chatr Wireless 6 85.7% 

Vonage Canada 16 84.2% 

Acanac 66 82.5% 

NuEra Telecom 15 71.4% 

Virgin Mobile 342 66.4% 

Rogers 733 65.6% 

1  Includes both failure to provide a timely response or providing a response that 
does not meet the requirements of the Procedural Code 

2 Includes only service providers with 5 or more escalated complaints.
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Participating Service Providers

Top 25 Complaints Accepted
In the statistics section of this Report, you will find a detailed 
table listing each participating service provider and providing 
comprehensive statistical information about their customer 
complaints this year. We publish it alphabetically by name of 
service provider to make it easy for you to find the details about 
your provider. However, we thought it might also be helpful to 
provide a table detailing the 25 service providers about which  
we received the most complaints in 2012-13. 

The total number of complaints generated by a service provider 
is useful information; however the discrepancy in size between 
our largest and smallest participating service providers is 
enormous. This impacts the number of complaints we receive 
from each provider’s customers. A much better measure of  
how service providers treat their customers would be to compare 
the number of each provider’s complaints against the number 
of its subscribers. Unfortunately subscriber information is not 
available to us for all service providers and we are unable to 
conduct this analysis. 

Rank Service Provider 
Complaints 

Accepted 2012-13

 1 Bell Canada 3,912 

2 Rogers  3,803

 3 Fido 998

 4 TELUS 883 

5 Virgin Mobile Canada 776 

6 Wind Mobile 635 

7 Vidéotron  291 

8 Comwave 282 

9 Koodo 199

 10 MTS Allstream 183 

11 Xplornet Internet Services 173

 12 Bell Aliant 162

 13 Solo 137 

14 Acanac 120

 15 Primus 109

 16 Shaw 106

 17 Cogeco 91 

18 Mobilicity 90

 19 Distributel 63

 20 ACN Canada 53

 21 Sasktel 48

 22 Startec 46

 23 Vonage Canada 44 

24 Public Mobile 42

 25 NuEra Telecom 36
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Participating Service Providers

List of Participating Service Providers
The following is an alphabetical list of our participating service providers and the many brand names by which they are known. Complaints 
about services provided under any of these names are eligible for our complaint service. An asterisk (*) following a company name 
denotes a service provider that joined CCTS between August 1, 2012 and July 31, 2013. 

#100* 
1010100* 
1010580 
1010620* 
1010738* 
1011295.com 
295.ca 
3Web 
450Tel 
768812 Ontario 
8COM* 
À dimension humaine 
Acanac 
Access Communications 
Achatplus 
ACN Canada 
AEBC Internet* 
AEI Internet 
AIC Global  
 Communications 
Alberta High Speed* 
Altima Telecom* 
AmericaTel 
Amtelecom Telco GP 
Auracom* 
Avenue 
Axess Communications 
Axsit* 
B2B2C 
Bell Aliant 
Bell Canada 
BlueTone Canada 
BMI Internet 
Bragg Communications 
Brama Telecom 
Bravo Phone Cards* 
Brightroam* 
Bruce Municipal  
 Telephone System 
Bruce Telecom 
Bud Light Lime Phone 
Bud Light Phone 
Bud Phone 
Cable Axion* 
Cable VDN 
Cablevision du nord  
 du Québec 
Call Select 
Can-net Telecom 
Canada Direct 
Canada Payphone  
 Corporation 
Canada Relink 

Canopco 
CaspianWave* 
Caztel 
CCAP* 
CCAP Cable* 
CCI Wireless* 
CDTel 
Cellfone 
Chatr Wireless 
Cheepnet* 
Cheetah 
Choice Tel* 
CIK Telecom 
Cityfone 
Coast Cable 
Cogeco 
Cogeco Cable Québec 
Cogeco Data Services Inc. 
Cogent Canada 
Colba.Net* 
ComparAction* 
Compton  
 Communications* 
Compuxellence 
Comwave 
Contact Internet 
Convergia Networks 
Cooptel 
Cybersurf Internet  
 Access (CIA) 
DCI Telecom 
Dell Voice 
Delta Cable 
Distributel 
Dryden Mobility 
DSLExtreme* 
Eastlink 
Easy Office Phone* 
EasyVoice Telecom* 
eFirehose* 
Electronic Box* 
Enhanced VOIP  
 Communications* 
ENMAX 
Enter-net* 
Envision 
ExaTEL 
Execulink 
Falcon Internet Services* 
Fibernetics 
Fido 
Fongo 
Freedom Phone Lines 

FreePhoneLine.ca 
G3 Telecom 
Galilee 
Gems Telecom* 
Giantel* 
Global Crossing  
  Telecommunications 

Canada 
Globalive  
 Communications 
Globalstar 
Gold Leaf Telecom 
Group of Gold Line 
Halifax Cablevision 
Hook Communications 
Horizon Telecom 
HuronTel 
InfoFortin Telecom 
InfoSat Communications 
InnSys* 
Inter.net Canada 
Interhop* 
iRoam Mobile Solutions* 
iTalkBB* 
Juno 
K-Right Communications 
Kokanee Phone 
Koodo 
Le pigeon voyageur 
LooneyCall 
LuckyCall 
Magic Jack Tel 
Mastercall* 
MCI Canada 
Mobilicity 
Mountain Cablevision 
MSN Wireless 
MTS Allstream Inc. 
Mustang  
 Technologies Inc.* 
MyOntario Telecom* 
National Capital FreeNet 
National Teleconnect* 
Navatalk* 
NCIC Operator Services* 
Neighborhood Wireless 
Net For Less 
Net Reach 
Netfone 
NetRevolution 
NetZero 
NEWT Business Services 
Nobel Canada Telecom* 

NorthernTel 
Northwestel 
Nucleus Information  
 Service 
NuEra Telecom 
OneConnect Services 
OnlineTel 
Ontarioeast.net 
Ontera 
Opcom Hospitality  
 Solutions 
Oricom Internet 
Pannu Phone (SSTV) 
Parlez rabais* 
Pathway Communications 
PC Mobile* 
People’s Tel GP Inc. 
Persona Communications 
Petro Canada Mobility* 
Phone Factory* 
Phonebox* 
Platinum* 
PortalOne 
Premiere Conferencing  
 Canada 
Premiere Global Services 
Primus 
Public Mobile 
Pulse Telecom 
PWHR Solutions* 
Quinte Long Distance 
RadioActif 
Redden.on.ca* 
RevTel* 
Rocler Technologies 
Rogers 
Sasktel 
Sears Connect 
Seaside Communications 
SecureNet Information  
 Services 
Selectcom 
Selectcom Telecom 
Shaw 
Simcoe County  
 Long Distance 
Simple Connection* 
Sogetel 
Solo 
Speak Out Wireless (7-11) 
Speak Telecom 
Spectravoice* 
Startec 

Straight of Canso Cable 
SureNet 
Switchworks 
Talk & Save* 
Talk Canada 
Talk Wireless 
Talkit.ca* 
Targo Communications* 
Tata Communications 
TBayTel 
TekSavvy Solutions 
Tele-Page 
Télébec 
Telehop 
Teliphone 
Telizon 
Telnet Communications 
TELUS 
TeraGo Networks 
Transvision Cookshire 
Uniserve 
Vancouver Telephone  
 Company 
Velcom 
Verizon Canada 
Vianet Internet Solutions 
Vidéotron s.e.n.c. /  
 Videotron GP 
VIF Internet 
Virgin Mobile Canada 
Voice Network* 
Vois 
Vonage Canada  
 Corporation 
Westman  
  Communications 

Group* 
WestNet Wireless 
WiMacTel 
Win-tel 
Wind Mobile 
World-Link  
 Communications* 
Worldline 
Xittel 
Xplornet Internet Services 
Yak Communications 
Yesup* 
Yesupnet* 
Youmano* 
Zid Internet
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2012-13

Customer Survey 
We survey customers who have used our service, with two main goals in mind: 

1.  To get their impressions of the work we  
do, so that we can focus our efforts for 
improvement; and 

2.  To attempt to measure the success of the 
public awareness initiatives undertaken by 
CCTS and its participating service providers. 

The response rate to our survey was approximately 26%. These results are based on 
approximately 3,450 responses. 

What Customers  
Said About CCTS
1.  We asked our customers:  

Was it easy to file your complaint with CCTS? 

2.  We asked our customers to provide feedback on whether the 
service they received from our Contact Centre agents met 
expectations in certain important respects. 

“ Extremely friendly, professional, 
and courteous customer service in 
all my dealings with the complaint 
resolution officer.”  
– D. H., a wireless customer 
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3.  We also asked our customers about important  
elements of the service they received from our  
Complaints Resolution Officers. 

4.  Finally, we asked our customers about their overall sense  
of satisfaction with various aspects of the CCTS process. 

Again this year the proportion of “yes” answers increased on 
every question. We note especially an increase of almost 4%  
in positive responses to our question about the timeliness of our 
work, even though we had some significant challenges in the 
first part of the year due to higher than anticipated volumes of 
complaints. We are extremely gratified that once again, customer 
feedback demonstrates high levels of satisfaction with CCTS  
and with our staff.
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Web search 
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What Customers Said  
About Service Provider  
“Public Awareness” Activities
1.  We asked our customers how they first found  

out about CCTS. 

Our customers said: 

Breakdown of “Other” 

“ I had CCTS assist me several years ago 
and I was very impressed at that time, 
and remain very impressed at this time. 
It amazes me how quickly things happen 
after CCTS has been contacted. Please 
always be there for the consumer! Thanks 
for your assistance.”  
– J. O., a home phone customer

56.9%

Service Provider

General knowledge 

Other Service Provider

Government Agency

Legal 

Phone Book 

Better Business Bureau

No answer

13.5%

10.0%

7.5%

3.6%
3.6%

2.8%

2.1%
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2.  Participating service providers have committed to notify 
customers about CCTS during their internal complaint-
handling process. We asked our customers whether their 
service provider told them about CCTS when they discussed 
their complaint with it. 

Our customers said: 

3.  Participating service providers are required to print a 
prescribed message about CCTS on customer bills four times 
a year. We asked our customers whether they have ever seen 
a notice about CCTS on any of their bills. 

Our customers said: 

4.  Participating service providers have committed to placing 
a prescribed notice about CCTS in a reasonably prominent 
place on their web sites, and to include a link to the CCTS 
web site. We asked our customers whether they had seen it. 

Our customers said: 

The sources of customer referral to CCTS remain essentially  
the same as last year. We note small year-over-year increases  
in the number of customers: 

• who confirmed that their service provider notified them  
about CCTS during the provider’s handling of their  
complaint (+3.2%); and 

• who confirmed having seen information about CCTS  
on their service provider’s web site (+6.9%). 

“ My complaint was handled with  
sensitivity, promptness, and concern.  
I am so relieved, satisfied, and thankful 
that your organization exists and my 
issue was handled so effectively. The 
gentleman I spoke to was courteous, and 
compassionate. Thank you so very much.”  
– M. W., a wireless customer
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Who We Are 
Our Board of Directors 
Our Board is structured to provide for the participation 
of all stakeholders while remaining independent from the 
telecommunications industry. It consists of seven directors: 

• four Independent Directors, two of whom are nominees  
of consumer groups; and 

• three Industry Directors, one each to represent the Incumbent 
Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs) participants, the Cable 
Company participants (Cablecos), and the Other Participating 
Service Providers. 

Independent Directors 
The Independent Directors are intended to represent a diversity 
of experience and interests, being individuals known and 
respected on a regional and national basis and representative 
of the Canadian population, including gender, linguistic, minority 
and geographic representation. 

MARY M. GUSELLA (Chair) 
After a 36 year career in the federal public service, Mary retired 
in 2006 from the position of Chief Commissioner of the Canadian 
Human Rights Commission where she led the transformation 
of the organization, eliminating a chronic backlog, drastically 
reducing wait times, developing new tools and partnerships 
for human rights prevention, and maximizing the use of conflict 
resolution techniques to resolve complaints in a timely and 
effective manner. 

A lawyer by training, Mary was awarded the Prime Minister’s 
Outstanding Achievement Award, the Public Service’s highest 
award, for her “Outstanding contribution to the Public Service  
of Canada”. She received the Queen’s Jubilee Medal and has 
been inducted into the Honour Society of the University of 
Ottawa Law School. 

DICK GATHERCOLE* 
Dick is a lawyer and former Executive Director of the BC Public 
Interest Advocacy Centre. In his varied career Dick has been 
the Chair and CEO of the BC Energy Council, a member of the 
University of Toronto Faculty of Law, and counsel with Ontario’s 
Ministry of the Attorney General. 

JEAN SÉBASTIEN* 
Jean has a Ph.D. in Comparative Literature and is currently 
professor of media and literature at College de Maisonneuve in 
Montreal. He has also served as a policy analyst on matters of 
broadcasting, telecommunications, and information technology 
for L’Union des consommateurs and a member of the Board of 
Directors of the Canadian Internet Registration Authority (CIRA). 
Prior to this, Jean spent some 15 years working in various 
capacities in the media. 

MARIE BERNARD-MEUNIER 
A career diplomat, Marie served in Ottawa as Assistant Deputy 
Minister for Global Issues and abroad as Canada’s Ambassador 
to UNESCO, to the Netherlands and to Germany. She left the 
Foreign Service in 2005 and has since published extensively on 
various public policy issues. She currently serves on the Boards 
of many public institutions, including the Audit Committee of the 
Canadian Space Agency. She holds a Master’s Degree in Political 
Science from the Université de Montréal. 

* Nominee of consumer groups
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Industry Directors 
The Industry Directors represent each of the ILEC, Cableco  
and Other Participating Service Provider categories. The  
current appointed Industry Directors are Marten Burns (ILEC),  
Dennis Béland (Cableco) and Jill Schatz (Other). 

DENNIS BÉLAND 
Dennis is Vice-President, Regulatory Affairs, 
Telecommunications, Quebecor Media Inc. Dennis has a 
Bachelor’s Degree in Engineering and Management and a 
Master’s Degree in Public Policy from the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government at Harvard University. He is a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the Canadian LNP Consortium Inc., 
the Canadian Numbering Administration Consortium Inc. and 
a former Member of the Board of Directors of the Canadian 
Wireless Telecommunications Association. 

MARTEN BURNS 
Marten is Senior Regulatory Legal Counsel with TELUS and is 
based in Ottawa. He has a broad range of regulatory experience 
with telecom issues, and was previously involved with the CCTS 
during its inception in 2007 when he served as a Provisional 
Director of the organization. 

Marten is a respected public policy practitioner, and prior to 
joining TELUS, he served as a Senior Policy Advisor to the 
Minister of Finance, the Minister of Public Works and Government 
Services, and the Minister of Natural Resources. 

Marten has a private sector corporate law background,  
and has acted as Corporate Counsel and Secretary for  
two public companies. 

JILL SCHATZ 
Jill joined Primus Canada in 2008 as General Counsel and  
VP Law and has overall responsibility for the legal requirements 
of the company. She has extensive in-house experience in 
various public and private corporations and has held senior 
legal, corporate secretarial and executive roles in the IT and 
Telecommunications industries since 2000 with Momentum 
Advanced Solutions Inc. (formerly OnX Enterprise Solutions Inc.) 
and Cybersurf Corp. Prior to 2000 she held in-house positions 
with ICI Canada Inc. (formerly C-I-L Inc.) and TransCanada 
PipeLines Limited. Jill holds a Juris Doctorate (J.D.) and MBA 
(Finance Major), both from the University of Toronto as well as 
a Masters in Law (International Trade & Competition Law) from 
Osgoode Hall Law School. 

About CCTS’  
Board of Directors 
Our independent Board of Directors ensures 
that CCTS operates using “first class” 
governance principles. It works with CCTS 
Management to help the organization achieve 
its strategic goals and to become a  
world-class dispute resolution body. 

The Board of Directors is not involved in the 
handling of any individual customer complaint. 
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work. They have worked with consumer associations and regulators, 
and in the telecommunications industry and as lawyers. The chart 
below describes how our organization is structured, and the names 
of the individuals in those roles. 

Our Team 
COMMISSIONER 
Howard Maker 

FINANCE 
CONSULTANT 
Kevin Byrne 

DIRECTOR, INQUIRIES 
AND COMPLAINTS 
Josée Thibault 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT 
Vacant 

MANAGER, 
CUSTOMER CARE 
Beau Schwartz 

RESOURCE 
ASSOCIATE, 
CUSTOMER 
CARE 
Véronique Adam 

CUSTOMER CARE 
REPRESENTATIVE 
Pamela Bila 
Patrick Bisson-Fields 
Daniel Brisson 
Felicia Brown 
Serge Cardinal 
Jayson Chessman 
Renaud Clément 
Jean-Pierre Friquin 
Francis Fournier 
Carmen Gauvin 
Anthony Hanson 
Tamara Holland 
Nicolae Irina 
Nancy Lawless 
Eric Levesque 
Eric Mayer 
Sébastien Pigeon 
Hinda Seth 
Clint Stevenson 
Keisha Thauvette 

MANAGER, 
INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY  
Al Villeneuve 

TECHNICAL 
SUPPORT ANALYST 
Vadim Dombrovskii 

MANAGER, 
INVESTIGATIONS 
Marco Lanoue 

RESOURCE 
ASSOCIATE, 
INVESTIGATIONS 
Danny Raymond 

COMPLAINTS 
RESOLUTION 
OFFICER 
Philippe Mercorio (Investigator) 
Federica Anaya 
Jonathan Blais 
Yves Chauvin 
Natham Cockram 
Chantal Daugherty 
Natalie Dupuis 
Liz Gutierrez 
Jean-Claude Lizé 
Jason Mahon 
Mauricio Perez 
Erin Reid 
Karen Sanghera 
Marc-Andre Savoie 
Thomas Surmanski 
Elizabeth Theriault 
Tamar Palandjian-Toufayan 
Linda-Anne Vaillant 
Margaret Waddell 
Michelle Wilson
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Statistics 
SECTION CONTENT 
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Closed Complaints 
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Complaints by 44 
Service Provider 

Complaints 51 
by Province 

We are pleased to present our statistics  
for the period between August 1st, 2012  
and July 31st, 2013. 

Definitions
In order to fully understand the data being provided, familiarity 
with the terminology that we use is essential. 

Complaint: 
A customer complaint that we have received, reviewed  
and found to be within our mandate. 

Out of Mandate: 
Complaints about products, services or issues that CCTS  
cannot investigate are considered to be “out of mandate.”  
See our Procedural Code for more details. 

Resolved: 
The complaint was informally resolved with the assistance of  
a CCTS team member, to the satisfaction of both the customer 
and the participating service provider. 

Closed: 
The complaint was fully investigated and subsequently closed.  
A complaint may be closed for different reasons, including: 

• The service provider has made an offer to resolve the 
complaint that we think is fair and reasonable in light of the 
specific circumstances of the complaint; 

• The complaint was found to be without merit; 

• After filing the complaint, the customer either withdrew  
it or failed to provide the information we needed to conduct  
our investigation; or 

• The complaint should more properly be brought before  
another agency, tribunal or court. 

In many cases, complaints are closed after the service provider 
has corrected the problem and provided the customer with some 
form of compensation. See our Analysis of Closed Complaints 
report for further information. 

Recommendation: 
The complaint was fully investigated. Often, the service 
provider has not made an offer to informally resolve the 
complaint, or the offer is not found to be reasonable in light of 
the specific circumstances of the complaint. CCTS will make 
a Recommendation requesting that the provider take specific 
actions to resolve the matter. 

Decision: 
A Decision is issued if either the customer or the service 
provider rejects the Recommendation. The party rejecting the 
Recommendation must set out its reasons and the Commissioner 
will reconsider the Recommendation and issue a Decision. The 
Commissioner may confirm the original Recommendation or, if 
the Commissioner concludes that there is substantial doubt as 
to the correctness of the Recommendation, the Commissioner 
may modify the Recommendation as appropriate. A Decision is 
binding on the service provider, but not on the customer. The 
customer may reject it and pursue other remedies.

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/documents/procedural-code
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Detailed Analysis of Issues Raised in Complaints
This table details the issues raised in the complaints that we concluded in 2012-13. The total number of issues exceeds 
the number of complaints concluded because some complaints raised more than one issue. Some cells contain dashes, 
which indicates that this issue does not arise in that line of business. 
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Billing 

30-day cancellation policy 190 8 1,426 211 – – – 1,835 

3rd party charges 69 46 133 – – – – 248 

Airtime – – 258 – – – – 258 

Bandwidth usage – – – 252 – – – 252 

Bill delivery 75 9 231 66 – – – 381 

Fees for paper billing 20 2 39 16 – – – 77 
Invoices not received 55 7 192 50 – – – 304 

Bundling discounts 74 1 45 71 – – – 191 

Calling Cards – 12 – – – – – 12 

Balance cleared – 1 – – – – – 1 
Fees not disclosed – 6 – – – – – 6 
Wrong rate – 5 – – – – – 5 

Chargeable messages – 190 215 – – – – 405 

Credit/refund not received 100 16 247 153 0 0 0 516 

Data charges – – 539 – – – – 539 

Long distance toll fraud – 23 – – – – – 23 

Misapplied payments 47 7 115 36 0 0 0 205 

Monthly price plan 507 111 1,054 552 0 0 0 2,224 

Government and regulatory fees  5 2 14 3 0 0 0 24 
Incorrect Charge 502 109 1,040 549 0 0 0 2,200 

One-time fees 136 11 402 167 – – – 716 

Activation/reactivation charges 27 4 102 54 – – – 187 
Deactivation charges 44 5 49 20 – – – 118 
Equipment charges 40 0 215 81 – – – 336 
Late-payment fees 25 2 36 12 – – – 75



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2012-13 34

Statistics
2012-13

Lo
ca

l E
xc

ha
ng

e 

an
d 

Vo
IP

Lo
ng

 D
ist

an
ce

W
ire

les
s

In
te

rn
et

W
hit

e 
pa

ge
 

di
re

ct
or

ies
 

Di
re

ct
or

y 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
O

pe
ra

to
r 

se
rv

ice
s 

TO
TA

L

Billing (continued) 

Payment arrangement dispute 30 9 94 24 0 0 0 157 

Pay per use services 14 – 35 – – – – 49 

Pre-authorized payments 58 17 133 61 – – – 269 

Incorrect amount 10 3 46 13 – – – 72 
Incorrect bank account/credit card  2 3 5 8 – – – 18 
Not authorized 46 11 82 40 – – – 179 

Pre-paid service – – 137 – – – – 137 

Balance clearing – – 48 – – – – 48 
Fees not disclosed – – 7 – – – – 7 
No invoice – – 5 – – – – 5 
Top-up – – 67 – – – – 67 
Wrong rate – – 10 – – – – 10 

Premium text messaging charges – – 160 – – – – 160 

Rental equipment 7 – – 39 – – – 46 

Modem 0 – – 39 – – – 39 
VoIP hub 7 – – 0 – – – 7 

Repair charges 21 – – 16 – – – 37 

Charges incorrect 9 – – 9 – – – 18 
Charges not disclosed 8 – – 7 – – – 15 
Inside wiring 4 – – 0 – – – 4 

Roaming charges – – 721 – – – – 721 

Text messaging charges (not premium) – – 178 – – – – 178 

Transfer of responsibility 7 0 45 11 – – – 63 

Value-add services 31 – 150 11 – – – 192 

TOTAL 1,366 460 6,318 1,670 0 0 0 9,814
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Contract dispute 

Compliance with Terms of Service/Contract 88 33 552 164 – – – 837 

Contract duration/Length of Term 37 5 141 40 – – – 223 

Contract renewal 179 3 103 88 – – – 373 

Auto-renewal 141 3 16 60 – – – 220 
No consent 38 0 87 28 – – – 153 

Early Termination Fees (ETF) 225 10 1,023 232 – – – 1,490 

Amount of ETF 36 0 338 32 – – – 406 
Legitimacy of ETF 189 10 685 200 – – – 1,084 

Incentive/Hardware plans 2 0 58 1 – – – 61 

No consent provided 141 21 241 111 – – – 514 

Non-disclosure of terms/ 

misleading information about terms 58 12 737 158 2 0 0 967 

Warranties 0 0 352 1 – – – 353 

Extended warranty purchased from service provider 0 0 67 0 – – – 67 
Manufacturer’s Warranty 0 0 285 1 – – – 286 

TOTAL 730 84 3,207 795 2 0 0 4,818 

“ I am extremely pleased and 
satisfied with the assistance  
and outcome I received from  
the CCTS. Thank you. ”  
– R.C., a wireless customer
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Service delivery 

Customer- initiated cancellations 259 44 372 240 0 – – 915 

Due date not kept/delayed 93 17 142 120 0 – – 372 
Unable to cancel 95 25 177 116 0 – – 413 
Unable to port 71 2 53 4 0 – – 130 

disconnection/suspension of service  124 16 188 55 0 0 0 383 

14-day Notice Not Given/Defective (3.2 D&D Code) 13 – – – – – – 13 
24 hr. Notice Not Given/Defective (3.3 D&D Code) 11 – – – – – – 11

 Acceptable use policy 5 5 4 3 0 0 0 17 
Bandwidth over-consumption – – 2 0 – – – 2 
Disconnection During Dispute (3.6 D&D Code) 10 – – – – – – 10 
Disconnection Outside  

Prescribed Hours (3.4 D&D Code) 0 – – – – – – 0 
Fraud 2 1 11 0 0 0 0 14 
Improper Disconnection/No Grounds (3.1 D&D Code) 8 – – – – – – 8 
Mistaken Disconnection/ 

Fail to Reconnect (3.5 D&D Code) 5 – – – – – – 5 
Non-payment/collections 67 9 158 50 – – – 284 
Partial payment 3 1 13 2 – – – 19 

installation/activation 151 8 60 210 2 – – 431 

Damage to property 3 0 0 7 – – – 10 
Due date not kept/delayed 77 5 38 121 0 – – 241 
Installation error 71 3 22 82 2 – – 180 

repair/loss of service 373 34 1,024 648 1 0 0 2,080 

Complete loss of service 139 12 138 116 1 0 0 406 
Damage to property 6 0 3 7 – – – 16 
Due date not kept/delayed 42 1 49 33 0 – – 125 
Inside wiring 2 0 0 0 – – – 2 
Intermittent service 175 21 834 488 – – – 1,518 
Outside wiring 9 0 0 4 – – – 13 

service provider/account sold 2 0 0 3 – – – 5 

transferred wrong number or service 5 3 8 3 – – – 19 

unauthorized transfer of service 27 24 15 7 – – – 73 

Further to inquiry 19 14 13 5 – – – 51 
Further to solicitation 8 10 2 2 – – – 22 

total 941 129 1,667 1,166 3 0 0 3,906
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Credit Management 

Credit Limit 0 0 25 1 – – – 26 

Disputes limit amount 0 0 4 0 – – – 4 
Exceeded limit 0 0 9 1 – – – 10 
Spending limit/Other details not disclosed 0 0 12 0 – – – 12 

Credit reporting 105 10 392 104 – – – 611 

Security Deposit 30 16 54 22 – – – 122 

Disputes deposit amount 0 0 2 0 – – – 2 
Disputes requirement for deposit  7 1 6 3 – – – 17 
Fail to Review/Refund (2.3 D&D Code) 5 – – – – – – 5 
Interest 0 0 0 0 – – – 0 
Interest Not Paid/Miscalculated (2.4 D&D Code) 0 – – – – – – 0 
Not refunded 18 15 46 19 – – – 98 
Overcharge (2.1 D&D Code) 0 – – – – – – 0 
Reasons Not Given (2.2 D&D Code) 0 – – – – – – 0 

TOTAL 135 26 471 127 – – – 759 

TOTAL – ISSUES RAISED IN ALL COMPLAINTS 3,172 699 11,663 3,758 5 0 0 19,297
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Analysis of Closed Complaints
Our operational statistics show that we closed 1,264 complaints of the 14,036 we concluded in 2012-13. This table provides  
a breakdown of the reasons why those complaints were closed, with reference to the relevant section of the Procedural Code. 

Reason for Closure 
Number of  

Closed Complaints 
Percentage of 

Closed Complaints 

Customer withdraws complaint 124 9.8% 

Out-of-mandate after further information obtained 237 18.8% 

Section 7.1(b) Customer does not have sufficient interest 3 0.2% 

Section 7.1(c) Complaint more appropriately handled by another agency 22 1.7% 

Section 7.1(d) Further investigation not warranted 388 30.7% 

Section 7.1(e) Customer not cooperative 293 23.2% 

Section 7.1(f) Service provider offer is reasonable 112 8.9% 

Section 8.1 Service provider not offered opportunity to resolve 2 0.1% 

Section 8.2 Matter previously or currently with another agency 40 3.2% 

Section 8.3(a) Complaint filed outside time limits 38 3.0% 

Section 8.3(b) Facts arose prior to Effective Date 5 0.4% 

TOTAL 1,264 100.0% 

Closed Complaints
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Compensation Analysis
In cases that are resolved, as well as in Recommendations and Decisions, customers frequently receive some form  
of compensation from their service provider. This compensation can take many forms, including: 

• Bill credits; 

• Bill adjustments; 

• Free or discounted products and services; and 

• Cash payments. 

We attempt to record the value of all compensation awarded to customers as a result of the CCTS process. This is challenging  
because in a significant number of cases (in particular resolutions that occur at our pre-investigation stage) we are not provided  
with the details of the settlement reached between the customer and the service provider. 

This report discloses the full value of compensation received by customers that has been reported to us. In 2012-13: 

• the amount of compensation received by customers increased by 63% from 2011-12; and 

• customers received compensation in 70% of complaints concluded this year. 

Compensation Range  Number of Complaints Percentage 

< $100 4,178 42.4% 
$100 – $499 4,308 43.7% 
$500 – $999 958 9.7% 
$1,000 – $4,999 386 3.8% 
>= $5,000 35 0.4% 

TOTAL 9,865 100.0% 

TOTAL COMPENSATION:  $2,849,097 

CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2012-13 39

Compensation Range 

< $100
Number of 
Complaints: 4,178 
42.4% 

$100 – $499 
Number of 
Complaints: 4,308 
43.7% 

$500 – $999 
Number of 
Complaints: 958 
9.7% 

$1,000 – $4,999 
Number of  
Complaints: 386 
3.8% 

>= $5,000 
Number of 
Complaints: 35 
0.4%
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Out-of-Mandate Issues
This table shows the number of issues raised by customers in 2012-13 that were outside of CCTS’ mandate,  
broken down by the relevant provision in the Procedural Code. 

Procedural Code Section 3 

Section 3(a) Internet applications/content 214 
Section 3(b) Broadcasting (radio and television) 3,856 
Section 3(c) Emergency services 5 
Section 3(d) Payphones 26 
Section 3(e) Customer owned equipment 315 
Section 3(f) Inside wiring 27 
Section 3(g) Yellow pages/business directories 48 
Section 3(h) Telemarketing/unsolicited messages 1,147 
Section 3(i) Security services 15 
Section 3(j) Networking 22 
Section 3(k) 900/976 calls 56 
Section 3(l) Pricing 536 
Section 3(m) Rights of way 18 
Section 3(n) Plant/poles/towers 174 
Section 3(o) False/misleading advertising 137 
Section 3(p) Privacy issues 273 
Section 3 Other – Regulated services 171 
Phone/internet scams 3,880 

TOTAL 10,920 

Procedural Code Section 4 

Section 4.1 Customer service 922 
Language barriers 34 

Outsourcing 79 

Rude representative 47 

Transfers/IVR 75 

Wait times 262 

Section 4.3 Service provider general operating practices and policies 2,143 

TOTAL 3,065 

Procedural Code Section 8: Duty to decline to take action 
Some complaints could not be accepted due to provisions of the Procedural Code. They break down as follows: 

Section 8.1 Service provider not offered opportunity to resolve 99 
Section 8.2 Matter previously or currently with another agency 124 
Section 8.3(a) Complaint filed outside time limits 279 
Section 8.3(b) Facts arose prior to Effective Date 18 

TOTAL 520
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Report on the CRTC Deposit 
and Disconnection Code 
Background 
In January 2011, the CRTC directed the CRTC Interconnection 
Steering Committee (“CISC”) to develop a mandatory code of 
conduct for providers of local telephone service in the forborne 
(unregulated) marketplace to provide consumers with certain 
protections in cases: 

• Where a service provider requests that a customer provide a 
deposit as a condition of providing local phone service; and 

• Where a service provider intends to disconnect a customer’s 
local phone service (Telecom Regulatory Policy 2011-46). 

The Commission requested that CCTS participate in the 
development of the Code, and that CCTS administer the  
Code once approved. 

In July 2011, CISC filed a “non-consensus report” with the 
Commission. There was broad agreement with respect to the 
content of the Code except for two issues. CCTS recommended 
that the Code should contain provisions describing the manner 
in which partial payments on an account should be dealt with, 
so as to prevent a customer from having their basic local service 
disconnected for failing to pay fully for other services they might 
have with that provider. The other issue was the date upon which 
the Code should come into effect. 

In November 2011 the CRTC released Telecom Decision 
2011-702 in which it decided that the Code need not contain 
provisions for “partial payments” and that the Code would come 
into effect as of May 14, 2012. CCTS was asked to “publish 
the Code on its website and report on complaints related to 
violations of the Code in subsequent Annual Reports.” 

As the CCTS fiscal year ends on July 31, there was no meaningful 
data for us to report in our 2011-12 Annual Report. So this is our 
first full report on complaints related to the Code. 

The Deposit and Disconnection Code and important consumer 
information about the Code are available on our website. 

Analysis of Code-Related Activity 
We interpret the Code to apply to all deposits provided by 
customers as a condition of obtaining service, even if the deposit 
was provided prior May 14, 2012, the effective date of the Code. 
Our analysis of breaches reflects deposit and disconnection 
activity that took place after May 14, 2012. 

In this report we identify the number of “alleged” Code breaches 
and the number of “confirmed” breaches. An “alleged” Code 
breach is recorded either: 

• when a customer complaint specifically claims a breach  
of the Code; or 

• when our staff, following a review of the complaint, believes 
that the complaint raises a Code-related issue. 

A “confirmed” breach is recorded when we conclude that a 
violation of a provision of the Code has occurred. This will 
normally take place following investigation of a complaint and  
a review of all of the available evidence. 

“ I am extremely satisfied with my 
experience with the CCTS. Not only was 
it very easy to file a complaint, but my 
complaint was also processed by CCTS 
extremely quickly. CCTS has shown me 
that having an independent organization to 
assist in resolving disputes is very helpful.”  
– E. W., a wireless customer

http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2011/2011-46.htm
http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/documents/deposit-and-disconnection-code
http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/documents/what-consumers-should-know-about-the-code
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2011/2011-702.htm
http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2011/2011-702.htm
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Deposits 

Code Section 
Alleged 

Breaches 
Confirmed 
Breaches 

2.1  
Deposit amount too high 0 0 

2.2 
Reasons for deposit  
request not provided 0 0 

2.3 
Failure to review/refund 
deposit with interest 5 3 

2.4 
Interest not properly  
calculated 0 0 

TOTAL 5 3 

We identified 5 complaints that raised deposit-related issues 
under the Code, and we confirmed 3 Code breaches. Our 
interpretation is that for deposits provided prior to the effective 
date of the Code, the service provider is required to pay interest 
on a refunded deposit for at least the period from May 14, 2012 
to the date the deposit is returned to the customer. We were 
able to confirm 2 cases in which the service provider refunded 
a deposit as required, but failed to pay interest as mandated 
by section 2.3 of the Code. In a third case, the service provider 
failed to refund the customer’s deposit promptly, as required  
by section 2.3. 

These three breaches involved two service providers. 

Disconnections 

Code Section 
Alleged 

Breaches 
Confirmed 
Breaches 

3.1 
Disconnection for failure to pay 5 2 

3.2 
14-day notice prior  
to disconnection 11 8 

3.3 
24-hour notice prior  
to disconnection 7 6 

3.4 
Disconnection Outside 
Prescribed Hours 0 0 

3.5 
Improper/Mistaken 
Disconnection 3 1 

3.6 
Disconnection During Dispute 5 3 

TOTAL 31 20 

We identified 15 complaints that raised 31 alleged breaches  
of the disconnection provisions of the Code, and we confirmed 
20 breaches. Fourteen of the twenty confirmed breaches 
involved a failure by the service provider to give the customer 
the notice required by the Code prior to disconnecting the 
customer’s service(s). 

The breaches identified involved eight different service providers.
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Contact Centre Activities
Our Contact Centre received over 191,000 communications by both telephone and in writing. 

Incoming Written Correspondence 

Total Written Correspondence received  56,730 

Written correspondence from customers  
about new or existing complaints   38,138 

Written correspondence from service 
providers about complaints  17,612 

W ritten correspondence from customers  
with general inquiries about CCTS  
or their telecommunications services 980 

Our objective is to respond to 80% of incoming written 
communications within 3 calendar days. In 2012-13, we were 
able to respond within 3 calendar days 81.9% of the time. 

Incoming Written  
Correspondence 

Incoming Phone Consultations 

Total Phone Calls answered 134,442 

General inquiries about service  
providers and other organizations3 57, 047 

Consultations with customers 
about possible complaints4 41, 230 

Inquiries generated by CCTS bill message 11, 939 

General Inquiries about CCTS 8, 898 

Calls from customers and service  
providers about existing complaints 8,242 

Out-of-mandate phone consultations  6,606 

Complaints taken by telephone 480 

Our objective is to respond to 80% of incoming phone calls from 
customers within 120 seconds. We were able to respond within 
two minutes 83.4% of the time 

Incoming Phone Consultations 

3 Questions from customers about their service providers or about other organizations (e.g. CRTC, Better 
Business Bureau, Competition Bureau, Canadian Anti-Fraud Centre, National Do Not Call List, et cetera). 

4 Customers who have not previously addressed their complaint to their service provider are asked  
to do so, and many of those complaints are resolved without further involvement of CCTS.
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Complaints by Service Provider
This table shows the number of complaints received from customers of all participating service providers (as well as the brands under which 
they provide service) and the number of complaints concluded, broken down by the stage of our process at which they were concluded. 

The number in the “Complaints Opened” column for each individual service provider may not always equal the total of the remaining 
columns for that service provider because some complaints that we concluded in 2012-13 had been opened in the preceding year. In 
addition, some complaints opened late in 2012-13 were not concluded by the end of the fiscal year. 
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Provider Accepted and Concluded Complaint Pre-Investigation Investigation Reco. Decisions 

1010100 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1010580 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1010620 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1010738 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

#100 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1011295.com 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

295.ca 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

3Web 0.05% 7 0.0% 7 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 

450Tel 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

768812 Ontario Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8COM 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

A dimension humaine 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Acanac Inc. 0.88% 120 53.8% 131 43 0 74 10 4 0 0 

Access Communications Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Achatplus Inc. 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

ACN Canada  0.39% 53 -17.2% 59 41 5 12 1 0 0 0 

AEBC Internet Corporation 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AEI Internet 0.01% 1 -66.7% 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

AIC Global Communications 0.01% 1 – 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Alberta High Speed 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Altima Telecom 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

America Tel 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Amtelecom Telco GP Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Auracom 0.01% 2 – 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Avenue 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Axess Communications 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Axsit 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

B2B2C Inc.  0.02% 3 -50.0% 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Bell Aliant Regional Communications LP 1.18% 162 92.9% 156 119 4 26 7 0 0 0
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Bell Canada 28.56% 3,911 42.3% 4,006 2,497 174 1,098 228 6 2 1 

BlueTone Canada 0.04% 6 – 5 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 

BMI Internet 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bragg Communications Inc. 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Brama Telecom Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bravo Phone Cards  0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brightroam 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bruce Municipal Telephone System 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bruce Telecom 0.02% 3 200.0% 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Bud Light Lime Phone 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bud Light Phone 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bud Phone 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cable Axion 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cable VDN 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cablevision du nord du Quebec 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Call Select 0.02% 3 -81.3% 7 2 1 4 0 0 0 0 

Canada Direct 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Canada Payphone Corporation 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Canada Relink 0.00% 0 – 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Can-net Telecom 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Canopco 0.06% 8 -27.3% 9 5 0 4 0 0 0 0 

CaspianWave 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Caztel 0.04% 6 20.0% 10 0 0 5 4 1 0 0 

CCAP (Coopérative de Câblodistribution de l’Arrière-pays) 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

CCAP Cable 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CCI Wireless 0.01% 2 – 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

CDTel 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Cellfone 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Chatr Wireless 0.09% 13 -18.8% 16 5 1 8 1 1 0 0 

Cheepnet 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Cheetah 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Choice Tel 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

CIK Telecom Inc.  0.14% 19 111.1% 20 9 1 5 5 0 0 0 

Cityfone 0.02% 3 0.0% 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Coast Cable 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cogeco 0.66% 91 3.4% 95 83 4 7 1 0 0 0
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Cogeco Cable Quebec 0.04% 5 -16.7% 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cogeco Data Services Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cogent Canada 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Colba.Net 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ComparAction 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Compton Communications 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Compuxellence 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Comwave 2.06% 282 47.6% 299 194 7 76 22 0 0 0 

Contact Internet 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Convergia Networks Inc. 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cooptel 0.02% 3 – 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Cybersurf Internet Access (CIA) 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DCI Telecom 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Dell Voice 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delta Cable 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Distributel Communications 0.46% 63 80.0% 65 41 3 15 6 0 0 0 

Dryden Mobility 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DSLExtreme 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Eastlink 0.11% 15 36.4% 18 9 1 6 2 0 0 0 

Easy Office Phone 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

EasyVoice Telecom 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

eFirehose 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Electronic Box 0.02% 3 – 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 

Enhanced VOIP Communications 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

ENMAX 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Enter-net 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Envision 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ExaTEL Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Execulink 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Falcon Internet Services 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Fibernetics 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fido 7.29% 998 21.1% 985 718 26 207 32 1 0 1 

Fongo Inc. 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Freedom Phone Lines 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

FreePhoneLine.ca 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

G3 Telecom 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
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Galilee 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gems Telecom 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Giantel 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Global Crossing Telecommunications Canada Ltd 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Globalive Communications Corp. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Globalstar 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gold Leaf Telecom Ltd. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Group of Gold Line 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Halifax Cablevision Ltd. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hook Communications Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Horizon Telecom 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

HuronTel 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

InfoFortin Telecom 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

InfoSat Communications 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

InnSys 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Inter.net Canada 0.01% 1 -66.7% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Interhop 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

iRoam Mobile Solutions Inc. 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

italkBB 0.04% 5 – 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Juno 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kokanee Phone 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Koodo 1.45% 199 -1.5% 217 151 10 49 7 0 0 0 

K-Right Communications Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Le pigeon voyageur 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

LooneyCall 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

LuckyCall 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magic Jack Tel 0.15% 20 – 18 12 0 5 1 0 0 0 

Mastercall 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

MCI Canada 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobilicity 0.66% 90 100.0% 91 62 1 24 4 0 0 0 

Mountain Cablevision Limited 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MSN Wireless 0.03% 4 – 6 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 

MTS Allstream Inc. 1.34% 183 64.9% 176 111 16 44 4 1 0 0 

Mustang Technologies Inc. 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

My OntarioTelecom 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

National Capital FreeNet 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2012-13 48

Statistics
2012-13

Provider Accepted and Concluded Complaint Pre-Investigation Investigation Reco. Decisions

%
 o

f a
ll 

 
C

om
p

la
in

ts

A
cc

ep
te

d

Y
/Y

 %
  

C
ha

ng
e

C
on

cl
ud

ed

R
es

ol
ve

d

C
lo

se
d

R
es

ol
ve

d

C
lo

se
d

A
cc

ep
te

d

R
ej

ec
te

d

A
cc

ep
te

d

National Teleconnect 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navatalk 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NCIC Operator Services  0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Neighborhood Wireless 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Net For Less 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Reach 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Netfone 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NetRevolution 0.00% 0 -100.0% 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

NetZero 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NEWT Business Services 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Nobel Canada Telecom 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Northern Tel 0.11% 15 87.5% 15 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 

Northwestel 0.07% 9 200.0% 10 2 3 4 1 0 0 0 

Nucleus Information Service Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NuEra Telecom 0.26% 36 140.0% 36 15 0 20 1 0 0 0 

OneConnect Services Inc. 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

OnlineTel 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ontarioeast.net 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ontera 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Opcom Hospitality Solutions Inc. 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Oricom Internet 0.01% 2 -33.3% 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Pannu Phone Inc. (SSTV) 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parlez rabais 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pathway Communications 0.01% 2 – 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

PC Mobile 0.01% 2 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

People’s Tel GP Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Persona Communications Corp. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Petro Canada Mobility 0.01% 2 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phone Factory 0.01% 1 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phonebox 0.02% 3 – 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 

Platinum 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

PortalOne 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Premiere Conferencing Canada Ltd. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Premiere Global Services 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Primus 0.80% 109 -23.8% 104 72 1 28 3 0 0 0 

Public Mobile 0.31% 42 162.5% 38 12 1 25 0 0 0 0
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Pulse Telecom 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PWHR Solutions 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Quinte Long Distance 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RadioActif 0.03% 4 -33.3% 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 

Redden.on.ca 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RevTel 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rocler Technologies 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Rogers 27.78% 3,803 32.0% 3,886 2,608 139 984 146 5 1 3 

Sasktel 0.35% 48 -4.0% 53 44 1 7 1 0 0 0 

Sears Connect 0.07% 10 150.0% 10 2 0 7 1 0 0 0 

Seaside Communications (Seaside Cable) 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SecureNet Information Services Inc. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Selectcom Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Selectcom Telecom 0.04% 5 150.0% 5 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 

Shaw 0.77% 106 -59.8% 128 84 1 34 9 0 0 0 

Simcoe County Long Distance 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Simple Connection 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sogetel 0.02% 3 200.0% 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 

Solo 1.00% 137 -22.2% 152 105 11 29 7 0 0 0 

Speak Out Wireless (7-11) 0.13% 18 – 16 4 2 7 3 0 0 0 

Speak Telecom 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Spectravoice 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Startec 0.34% 46 100.0% 42 32 2 5 3 0 0 0 

Straight of Canso Cable T.V. Ltd. 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SureNet 0.00% 0 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Switchworks 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Talk & Save 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Talk Canada 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Talk Wireless 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Talkit.ca Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Targo Communications Inc. 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tata Communications 0.01% 1 0.0% 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

TBayTel 0.09% 12 100.0% 15 8 1 5 1 0 0 0 

TekSavvy Solutions Inc. 0.26% 35 9.4% 27 18 2 7 0 0 0 0 

Télébec 0.16% 22 37.5% 20 11 1 8 0 0 0 0 

Telehop 0.09% 12 -63.6% 16 9 0 6 0 1 0 0
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Tele-Page 0.01% 1 – 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Teliphone Corp 0.03% 4 – 5 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 

Telizon 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Telnet Communications 0.01% 2 – 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 

TELUS 6.45% 883 -27.1% 913 615 73 178 46 1 0 0 

TeraGo Networks Inc. 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transvision Cookshire 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Uniserve 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vancouver Telephone Company 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Velcom 0.07% 9 50.0% 6 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 

Verizon 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vianet Internet Solutions 0.00% 0 -100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vidéotron s.e.n.c. / Videotron GP 2.13% 291 20.2% 298 207 8 70 13 0 0 0 

VIF Internet 0.01% 1 -75.0% 4 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 

Virgin Mobile Canada 5.67% 776 58.0% 774 227 21 452 74 0 0 0 

Voice Network Inc. 0.02% 3 – 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 

Vois Inc. 0.02% 3 – 4 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 

Vonage Canada Corporation 0.32% 44 91.3% 43 22 0 21 0 0 0 0 

Westman Communications Group 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

WestNet Wireless 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WiMac Tel 0.19% 26 – 23 14 3 6 0 0 0 0 

Wind Mobile 4.64% 635 62.4% 697 270 6 347 58 16 0 0 

Win-tel 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Worldline 0.08% 11 -26.7% 12 6 0 5 1 0 0 0 

World-Link Communications Inc. 0.02% 3 – 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Xittel Inc. 0.03% 4 – 4 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 

Xplornet Internet Services 1.26% 173 84.0% 169 145 0 21 3 0 0 0 

Yak Communications Corp. 0.04% 6 -66.7% 7 1 0 4 2 0 0 0 

Yesup 0.01% 1 – 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Yesupnet 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Youmano 0.01% 2 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Zid Internet 0.00% 0 – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 100.00% 13,692 – 14,036 8,690 539 4,033 725 41 3 5
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* 2012 canadian population according to Statistics Canada as of July 1, 2012.  
Numbers are measured in thousands of persons. 

Canada, Statisitcs Canada, Population by year, by province and territory (Ottawa, CANSIM, 2012)  
at http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tables-tableaux/sum-som/l01/cst01/demo02a-eng.htm 
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