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Message from the Chair of the Board of Directors

Mary Gusella
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Chair’s Message 
As an organization matures, one expects that it will develop a certain stability and routine. Indeed, 
from an operational perspective, this is very much the case for CCTS. But in this, our seventh 
Annual Report, I find myself once again writing about the changes that are taking place in the 
governance of the organization. 

In our last two Annual Reports I described the challenges 
faced by our Board of Directors in adapting CCTS’ governance 
model, which was designed to carefully balance the interests 
of all stakeholders, to meet the requirements of the federal 
government’s revised legislation for non-profit corporations.  
I am pleased to report that the Board has successfully met 
these challenges. In January 2014, CCTS completed the 
process of amending our By-laws to ensure compliance with 
the Canada Not-for-profit Corporations Act, and the CCTS 
corporation was continued under the new legislation, as 
required. This change also necessitated the amendment of our 
Participation Agreement, the contract that Participating Service 
Providers sign when joining CCTS, and we completed this work 
in April 2014. These amendments ensure that the governance 
of CCTS will continue on a sound footing into the future. 

Changes are also taking place at the Board level. A key 
feature of the CCTS governance structure is that stakeholders 
are represented by seven Members, who also sit as the 
organization’s Board of Directors. Three members are 
appointed by the industry, and four are independent. Of the 
four independents, two are elected to the role by Canadian 
consumer groups. 

In 2008, the consumer groups elected Jean Sébastien and 
Richard Gathercole to represent them. In keeping with the  
By-laws, these individuals, who have served the maximum  
two terms of office, have retired from the Board effective 
October 2014. On behalf of all members of the Board I want  
to express our deep appreciation for their six years of diligent 
and effective work as directors during the formative stages  
of CCTS and for representing consumer interests at CCTS.  
I also want to welcome two recently elected consumer group 
representatives. Marina Pavlovic is an Assistant Professor at 

the University of Ottawa’s Faculty of Law and a member of 
the Centre for Law, Technology and Society. Jacques C.P. 
Bellemare is an engineer, holds an MBA, and has expertise  
in telecommunications regulation. We look forward to  
working with them. 

In its 2014-2015 year CCTS will be present on the regulatory 
calendar. The CRTC’s proceeding on the future of television 
broadcasting in Canada, “Let’s Talk TV”, continued with a 
hearing in September. One of the many questions under 
consideration was whether there should be an industry 
ombudsman for broadcasting, performing the role that CCTS 
does in telecommunications, and whether that role should 
be added to CCTS’ mandate. CCTS made submissions to 
the Commission, indicating a capacity to take on such a role 
should the Commission deem it appropriate. And in 2015, the 
CRTC will hold a proceeding to review all aspects of CCTS,  
five years after the last review. We look forward to this process 
and we invite all Canadians to participate. 

As I begin my final year at CCTS I want to thank the members 
of the Board, the Commissioner and staff, the CRTC and 
all stakeholders who have contributed to the success of 
CCTS since its inception. In June 2008 when the Board was 
elected, CCTS existed essentially on paper with a handful 
of staff borrowed from stakeholders. As we reflect on the 
progress made in exercising and further developing CCTS’ 
unique stakeholder governance model, I am pleased that the 
Board has provided the direction and decisions that the new 
organization required. Most importantly, I am pleased that 
to date CCTS has assisted Canadian consumers to resolve 
over 53,000 complaints and that CCTS has worked effectively 
with service providers in their efforts to prevent and resolve 
complaints at the earliest stages. 



Message from the Commissioner

Howard Maker
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Commissioner’s 
Message 
Undoubtedly the most noteworthy development at CCTS in 2013-14 is the decrease in the number  
of customer complaints we received. For the first time in CCTS history, complaint numbers declined  
from the prior year’s levels – in 2013-14, a decrease of 17%. 

The question is whether these results are anomalous, or 
whether they represent the beginning of a trend. From our 
examination of other statistics (see the Year in Review section 
for details) we are cautiously optimistic that the industry as a 
whole is becoming more focused on customer issues and on 
how it addresses customer problems. And we are likewise 
optimistic that our efforts to drive positive change in the 
industry are bearing fruit. 

Many of our Participating Service Providers are making efforts 
to do better – in the way they provide their services to their 
customers, in the way they work with customers when things 
go wrong, and in how they deal with CCTS when customers 
bring their complaints to us. Our management team engages 
in regular communications with many providers and we 
have seen from a number of them a focus on improving their 
customer complaint-handling, including making sure that 
their internal processes work well and that they are properly 
resourced. We have noted a similar effort from service 
providers trying to work more cooperatively and effectively with 
CCTS when their customers do file complaints with us. Those 
companies have noted the importance of providing this service 
to their customers. They have also noticed the consequences 
of the complaint numbers that we report about them. 

It has been suggested that perhaps customers are losing 
interest in the process – perhaps that they have grown weary 
of complaining. We do not believe this to be the case. In fact, 
given the unprecedented consumer input into the CRTC 
proceedings related to the Wireless Code and the Let’s Talk 
TV proceeding, it seems clear that customer interest in these 
issues remains very high. 

Nonetheless, there continues to be room for improvement, 
and we look forward to continuing our work with service 
providers to see whether we can turn the reduction of 
complaint numbers into a trend! 

This year we provide our first report on the CRTC’s Wireless 
Code. The Code came into effect on December 2, 2013 so our 
report covers only Code issues that arose in complaints we 
concluded between that date and July 31, 2014. We have also 
used the Code report to focus attention on Code provisions 
that we have been required to interpret. We also highlight areas 
of the Code which we believe may be ambiguous or unclear. 
We hope that this, and future reports of this type, will help 
inform the enhancement of the Code. 

Our 2013-14 statistics demonstrate that CCTS was once again 
highly effective in dealing with consumer complaints. We were 
efficient (concluding 99% of the number of complaints filed); 
we were effective (successfully resolving 87% of complaints to 
the satisfaction of the parties); and we provided timely service 
(exceeding all of our Performance Standards, and concluding 
77% of all complaints within 40 days, and 89% within 60 days). 

Our Annual Report traditionally features a “Topics and Trends” 
section in which we discuss consumer issues in telecom that 
we have seen in complaints. This year, we highlight some areas 
in which we feel that consumer protection is lacking. 

Despite reduced complaint numbers, for CCTS this was an 
extremely busy year, particularly in planning for and beginning 
to administer the CRTC Wireless Code. In 2014-15 we intend 
to continue the refinement of our processes and our reporting, 
in order to provide interested parties with the data they want 
related to our operations and to the administration of the 
Wireless Code and the Deposit and Disconnection Code.  
I thank our management team and all of our staff for their 
efforts in rising to the new challenges with which we  
were faced this year.
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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/complaints/mandate
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Our Complaints Process 

How it works 

1
ASSESSMENT 

CCTS determines 

whether compla 

i 

nt  i 

s 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 

Recommen

 

dation. 

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/complaints/complaints-process
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The Year 
 in Review
This section provides a brief summary  
of the highlights of 2013-14. 

The Wireless Code (TWC) 
We began administering the CRTC’s Wireless Code, collecting 
data related to TWC issues that we saw in complaints, and 
service provider compliance with TWC. Our first report is 
included in this Annual Report. 

Technology 
Our objective is to ensure that the information and 
communications technologies that we use at CCTS make our 
services accessible to customers, and that in doing its work, 
our staff has at its disposal the technological tools that it needs 
to work efficiently and effectively. This year we brought in a 
consulting firm to review all of the technologies we use in our 
office. We have received and analyzed the consultants’ report 
and plan to introduce improvements in 2014-15 and thereafter  
in order to ensure that our objectives are met. 

Consumer group election  
and new consumer group directors 
Two of CCTS’ seven-member Board of Directors are nominated 
and elected by Canadian consumer groups. Our two original 
consumer group-elected directors retired in October 2014, and 
two new directors were elected. Consumer groups continue to 
have an important role in CCTS governance, and these changes 
serve to provide appropriate Board renewal. 

Office Move 
In February 2014 CCTS moved into new and larger premises.  
We did not allow the disruption that is inevitably caused by a 
move to impact our complaint-handling timelines. 

Employee Recognition 
We recognized employees whose contributions to CCTS in  
2013-14 were key in achieving our objectives. Awards were 
presented to a number of employees in categories such as 
Leadership, Conflict Resolution, Customer Service, Team Spirit 
and overall Excellence. 

“ Thank you for helping me. I don’t know  
what I would have done without your help.” 
– A.M., a home phone customer
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The Year in Review
Highlights of 2013-14
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Statistics 
We have identified a number of key statistics to highlight our work this year: 

The number of complaints that we 

had to escalate to our  
Investigations stage 
simply because the service provider  
did not provide a proper or timely reply  
to the complaint decreased from 

41% 19% 
(see Participating Service Providers section for details) 

We successfully 
met all of our 
performance 
standards 
at both the Contact Centre  
and at Investigations, in all  
four quarters and for the full year 

99% 
of complaints 

concluded 

Complaints 
decreased by 

17 %

 87% 
of the complaints we  
concluded this year were  

successfully 
resolved

 11,340
complaints 
accepted

 11,196
complaints 
concluded

 77% 
of complaints 
were concluded within 40 days 

We issued the lowest ever number of 

Recommendations (7) 
and Decisions (1), 
demonstrating that both consumers  
and service providers regard our processes  
and outcomes as fair and reasonable
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2013-14 

Complaints
In this section you will find our primary 
operational statistics, and the highlights of 
the main issues presented by the complaints 
we saw. Later in this Report you will find a 
section containing various detailed statistics. 

Complaints 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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Complaints 
2013-14
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Operational Statistics 

2013-14 2012-13 2011-12 

Complaints 
Accepted 11,340 13,692 10,838 

Complaints 
Concluded 11,196 14,036 10,678 

Total Complaints Resolved 9,754 12,723 9,626 

Complaints resolved 
at Pre-Investigation 7,440 8,690 7,103 

Complaints resolved 
at Investigation 2,314 4,033 2,523 

Total Complaints Closed 1,434 1,264 1,014 

Complaints closed  
at Pre-Investigation 610 539 459 

Complaints closed  
at Investigation 824 725 555 

Recommendations accepted 7 41 27 

Decisions issued 1 8 11
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Complaints 
2013-14
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Summary of Leading Complaint Issues 
The table below 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 2013-14, 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 4,676  3,379  1,673  439  10,167 

Internet access 1,440  723  1,048  104  3,315 

Local Telephone 1,158  680  834  90  2,762 

Long distance 278  88  78  15  459 

Directory assistance  5   –   –   –  5 

Operator 5   –   –   –  5 

White page directories  –   1  3  –  4 

TOTAL 7,562 4,871 3,636 648 16,717 

* (installation, repair and maintenance) 

Subject Service

Credit management

45.2%

29.1%

21.8%

3.9%

CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14
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Topics  
and Trends
Each year, we write about some of the trends we 
saw while investigating complaints. Our goal is to 
highlight areas in which service providers could 
improve their practices and avoid complaints, and to 
inform and educate consumers about these trends. 

SECTION CONTENT 

Non-disclosure  
and Misleading Terms  
and Conditions 

12 30-day notice  
to cancel 

13 Lost/Stolen 
Device Blacklist 

14
 

Gaps in Consumer 
Protection? 

14 

This year, we discuss some of the issues that were raised  
by customers most often, such as complaints relating to 
the “non-disclosure” of terms and conditions or those from 
customers who have experienced serious service outages.  
We also discuss complaints about the requirement to provide  
30-days’ notice prior to cancelling service as well as some  

of our experiences related to the National Lost/Stolen Wireless 
Device Blacklist. Finally, we identify areas in which we believe 
gaps in consumer protection may exist. 

The following table provides a summary of the top 10 issues  
that were raised in complaints in 2013-14. A detailed analysis  
of all the issues raised in complaints is available here. 

TABLE 1 – TOP 10 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS 

Issues Raised in Complaints 

2013-14 2012-13 

Number of times 
Issue raised 

% of  
total issues 

Number of times 
Issue raised 

% of  
total Issue 

% change 
Y/Y 

1 Incorrect Charge 1,854 11.1% 2,224 11.5% -16.6% 

2 Non-disclosure of terms/ 
Misleading information about terms 

1,686 10.1% 967 5.0% 74.4% 

3 Intermittent/Inadequate quality of service 1,250 7.5% 1,518 7.9% -17.7% 

4 30-day cancellation policy 1,167 7.0% 1,835 9.5% -36.4% 

5 Legitimacy/amount of early cancellation fees 1,144 6.8% 1,490 7.7% -23.2% 

6 Credit/refund not received 671 4.0% 516 2.7% 30.0% 

7 Data charges 575 3.4% 539 2.8% 6.7% 

8 Credit reporting 569 3.4% 611 3.2% -6.9% 

9 Roaming charges 527 3.2% 721 3.7% -26.9% 

10 Complete loss of service 511 3.1% 406 2.1% 25.9%

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/wp-content/uploads/pdfs/en/2013-2014/CCTS-2013-2014-AR-Detailed-Analysis-of-Issues-Raised-in-Complaints.pdf
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For the year 2013-14

Topics and Trends

Non-disclosure and Misleading 
Terms and Conditions 
Last year, we discussed the many issues that we categorize 
as “non-disclosure/misleading terms”. These are generally 
situations in which customers complain that they did not receive 
full, complete, or accurate information about key terms and 
conditions related to their services. Many felt that they had not 
received all of the necessary information about the price of 
their services, or that they were not properly informed about 
which services were included in their plan, and which services 
would incur additional fees. In 2012-13, we reported that these 
issues had increased by 73% compared to the previous year. 
We informed service providers that they needed to ensure that 
they properly inform their customers about all of the necessary 
information relating to their services and that customers needed 
to be vigilant about reviewing critical terms and conditions prior 
to agreeing to obtain service. So we were quite surprised that 
in 2013-14 we recorded a 74% increase in the number of times 
that this issue has been raised by customers. Keep in mind when 
considering this statistic (as with all of our statistics this year), that 
the total number of issues raised by customers is down 14% and 
that complaints overall are down by 17%. So a 74% increase is 
cause for concern. Also, this issue is becoming an increasingly 
large proportion of all issues raised by customers. In 2013-14, 
this issue alone represented over 10% of all issues raised by 
customers, double the proportion which it represented in  
2012-13. It is now the second most complained-about issue 
(billing mistakes remains the highest). 

We noted last year that the CRTC’s Wireless Code (TWC) requires 
service providers to give each new wireless customer, and in 
certain circumstances, existing customers, a Critical Information 
Summary designed to summarize the most important elements  
of their contract. We hoped that this would help to reduce the 

number of issues relating to disclosure or “misleading terms”. 
Although the proportion of the non-disclosure issues raised in 
complaints about wireless services has decreased by a modest 
4% compared to last year, wireless services are still the subject 
of 72.4% of all of non-disclosure issues raised. Since TWC was 
launched less than eight months before the end of the fiscal year 
for which this report is prepared, it is too early to tell whether it 
will help reduce the number of times this issue is experienced by 
customers but we are hopeful that it will have that effect. 

TABLE 2 – NON-DISCLOSURE/MISLEADING TERMS  
ISSUES, BROKEN DOWN BY LINE OF BUSINESS 

Line of 
Business 

2013-14 2012-13 

Number 
of Issues 

% of 
Issue 

Number 
of Issues 

% of 
Issue 

Wireless 1,220 72.4% 737 76.2% 

Internet 235 13.9% 158 16.3% 

Home Phone 188 11.1% 58 6.0% 

LD 42 2.5% 12 1.3% 

Other 1 0.1% 2 0.2% 

TOTAL 1,686 100% 967 100%

Case Study #1 – Conflicting  
Information about service and device 
A wireless customer was obtaining service from her 

provider on a fixed-term contract and had a plan that cost 
$60 per month. She contacted the service provider to inquire 
about upgrading her device. She informed the representative 
that she did not want to change her monthly price plan. The 
representative informed her that it could provide a device subsidy 
of $200, and told her which device she could obtain from one 
of its retail locations for that price, without having to change her 
price plan. The customer agreed and renewed her fixed-term 
agreement. But when she went to the retail store, a different 
representative informed her that her current monthly plan was 
not available with the device that she had chosen. After she 
submitted a complaint to CCTS, the service provider agreed  
to provide her with the device and allowed her to keep her 
current monthly price plan. The customer was satisfied and  
the complaint was resolved. 

CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14
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Case Study #2 – Misleading  
information about service offering 
A customer agreed to obtain a bundle of services from 

a provider that included home phone, internet and wireless 
services. The provider was offering customers a promotional 
$300 VISA gift card that was to be subsequently mailed to the 
customer. The customer waited a number of weeks and followed 
up with his service provider by email. He was reassured that he 
would receive the $300 VISA gift card shortly. The customer 
did not receive the gift card and, after a few months of trying to 
resolve the matter directly with the provider, complained to CCTS 
that he had been misled about the terms of the offer. During the 
course of our investigation, the service provider informed us that 
it had not offered to provide the customer with a gift card as he 
was not eligible to receive one. However, upon examination of the 
email exchanges between the customer and the service provider, 
we found that the customer had indeed been promised the gift 
card. As such, we Recommended that the service provider give 
the customer a $300 lump sum payment. The Recommendation 
was accepted by both parties and the complaint was concluded. 

TABLE 3 – “NON-DISCLOSURE AND MISLEADING TERMS 
AND CONDITIONS” – TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Service Provider 
% of non-disclosure/ 

misleading Issues 

Bell Canada 34.9% 

Rogers Communications Inc. 19.5% 

Fido 8.2% 

Virgin Mobile Canada 7.9% 

TELUS Communications Inc. 5.6% 

30-day notice to cancel 
In each of our last four annual reports, we discussed our concern 
about the practice of some service providers of requiring 30 days’ 
notice to cancel service, in particular when a customer is trying to 
transfer their service to another provider. Last year, we identified 
the need for service providers to properly explain the options to 
customers when they call to transfer their service, including that 
they may be able to post-date their request so as to avoid paying 
two service providers for service at the same time. 

We are pleased to report that in 2013-14, we recorded a  
36.5% decrease in the number of times this issue was raised 
in a complaint. We note that the introduction of the TWC in 
December 2013 prohibits the charging of anything other than 
early cancellation fees (and that, only in certain circumstances).  
In complaints about wireless, the decrease was greater at 41.5%. 

We believe that these decreases result in part from service 
providers listening to the concerns we have raised and beginning 
to implement changes with regard to this practice. 

TABLE 4 – DISTRIBUTION OF “30-DAY CANCELLATION” 
ISSUE BY LINE OF BUSINESS 

Line of Business 2013-14 2012-13 
% change  

y/y 

Wireless services 834 1,426 -41.5% 

Local exchange  
and VoIP 

165 190 -13.2% 

Internet Access 
Services 

163 211 -22.7% 

Long distance 
services 

5 8 -37.5% 

TOTAL 1,167 1,835  -36.5% 

TABLE 5 – 30-DAY CANCELLATION ISSUES –  
TOP 5 SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Service Provider 
% of 30-day 

cancellation Issues 

Rogers Communications Inc. 47.0% 

Bell Canada 19.5% 

Fido 12.4% 

Virgin Mobile Canada 4.3% 

TELUS Communications 3.5%

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/wp-content/uploads/pdfs/en/2012-2013/CCTS-2012-2013-AR-Topics-&-Trends.pdf
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Lost/Stolen Device Blacklist 
In our 2011-12 Annual Report we discussed the issue of lost and 
stolen cell phones, and we reported on discussions between the 
CRTC and the CWTA (Canadian Wireless Telecommunications 
Association) about remedying the many problems associated 
with this issue. The CWTA agreed to take a number of steps, 
and in particular launched (on September 30, 2013) a national 
“blacklist” of wireless devices reported as lost or stolen. The 
CWTA also developed a web site (www.protectyourdata.ca) 
that features a tool that allows consumers to enter the IMEI 
(International Mobile Equipment Identity) number of a wireless 
device to determine whether it has been blacklisted in Canada. 
The objective is to give consumers the opportunity to avoid 
buying wireless devices that have been reported lost or stolen. 
The reduced marketability of these devices is, in turn, intended  
to reduce the “criminal incentive” to steal them. 

According to the CWTA, over 400,000 wireless devices were 
reported lost or stolen in Canada in 2013. We felt that this was 
a useful initiative to protect customers from acquiring stolen 
merchandise, and that it might also have the effect of contributing 
to public safety. We still do. 

But in 2013-14 we received some complaints from the customers 
of one major wireless carrier. The complaints made it clear that 
this carrier was placing devices on the national blacklist even 
though they had not been reported lost or stolen. The carrier was 
blacklisting devices in cases where the carrier had an “account 
receivable” from the customer who owned the device – the  
most obvious case being where a customer had an unpaid  
past due account. 

We reviewed all of the public communications between the 
CRTC and the CWTA on this issue and it was very clear to us 
that the national blacklist was not intended for use by carriers as 
a collections tool. So we approached the carrier and engaged in 
discussions with it about our view of the proper use of the blacklist. 

The carrier resolved all the complaints we received about this 
issue and also confirmed to us that its policy going forward will 
not include using the blacklist as a collections tool, but only in 
cases where a device was reported lost or stolen by the customer 
or from a store or warehouse, or in the case of suspected fraud. 

In our view this approach goes beyond what was discussed with 
the CRTC, but the use of the blacklist in this way contributes to 
the overall objective of the blacklist – to prevent the bad guys 
from obtaining devices improperly and re-selling them for a 
profit. We are pleased to have been able to work with this service 
provider to resolve individual customer complaints, but also to 
successfully address concerns about broader systemic issues. 

Gaps in Consumer Protection? 
With the spotlight on the CRTC’s Wireless Code, and coming on 
the heels of the relatively recent Deposit and Disconnection Code 
for home phone services, as well as the recent proliferation of 
consumer-protection initiatives at the provincial level, it is easy to 
over-look other areas in which gaps in consumer protection may 
still exist. Below, we discuss a couple of examples. 

Case Study #3 – How Much  
Will that Collect Call Cost? 

We received a complaint this year from a customer whose 
husband was incarcerated, and from whom she received regular 
collect phone calls under a program administered by a telephone 
service provider through an agreement with the corrections 
facility. The calls were billed to her on her residential phone bill 
in the name of the third-party service provider at the rate of 
$1 per call. But suddenly the rate increased and in one month 
she was billed over $1,300 for 103 calls. She explained that she 
was never advised of the drastic increase in the cost of these 
calls. Our investigation revealed that the customer’s husband had 
been transferred from one correctional facility to another. The 
“$1 per call” rate was the price charged at the original facility, 
from which the calls were local calls. But the other facility was 
not in the customer’s local calling area, and calls from that facility 
were billed based on the duration of the call. 

The customer acknowledged accepting all of the calls. Thus, under 
industry rules, her home phone service provider could not charge 
the disputed amounts back to the service provider that operated 
the program at the facility, and she was responsible for them. 

The third-party provider explained that when a call is made  
by the inmate “the system calls out to the billed party with an 
automated message asking the billed party to confirm that it 
accepts a collect call from the inmate. To confirm the acceptance 
of the call, the billed party must either press “1” on the keypad 
of the phone, or say “yes” / “oui”. The system records whether 
either of these actions has occurred.”

http://www.protectyourdata.ca
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The service provider did not refer to any option by which the 
customer could have inquired about the cost of the call prior to 
deciding whether or not to accept it. We are unaware of any rules 
requiring this type of rate disclosure for collect calls and we feel 
that this is a gap in telecom consumer protection. Unlike with 
regular long distance calls that are initiated by the person paying 
the fee, at no time does the customer on the receiving end of a 
collect call have the opportunity to determine the rate at which 
the call will be billed. So the customer is left to simply take his 
chances. We feel that it ought to be a basic requirement that the 
customer have the opportunity to determine the cost of a service 
before using it. In this case, the price of the collect call should 
be disclosed to the customer (or at the very least, the system 
should offer the customer the means by which to determine the 
cost) before a call is accepted, with the customer then given the 
opportunity to accept or decline the call, on a fully informed basis. 

Case Study #4 – So You Think  
it’s YOUR Phone Number? 
A small telecom provider offered wireless services to 

its customers by purchasing access to the network of a large 
wireless carrier. Although “reseller” arrangements are quite 
common in telecom, and there are rules in place to govern the 
relationship between the service providers, in this case the 
parties described the arrangement as a “rebiller” arrangement 
rather than a “reseller” arrangement. The difference, if any, was 
not explained to us. 

Under this arrangement, the large wholesale carrier provided 
wireless devices and network access to the small service 
provider. The small provider sold the devices and the service to 
its retail customers, together with phone numbers obtained from 
the wholesale carrier’s pool of assigned phone numbers. 

In December 2013 we began to receive complaints from the 
retail customers of the small provider, complaining that it had 
disconnected their service. They wanted their service restored. 

When we looked into it we learned (for the first time) about the 
“rebiller” agreement. It seems that a financial dispute had arisen 
between the small provider and the wholesale carrier, with the latter 
claiming that the small provider owed it substantial sums for unpaid 
service fees and device costs. In fact, the small provider had not 
disconnected the customers – the wholesale carrier did. It ceased 
to provide network access to the small provider’s customers. 

This situation was novel for us. We wondered how it could be 
possible that customers could lose their service, and possibly their 
phone numbers, through no fault of their own, solely as a result 
of a commercial dispute between their provider and its underlying 
carrier. Many of the impacted customers were in the transportation 
business, and some were far from home when the disconnections 
occurred. In addition, many of them ran their own small businesses 

and had goodwill invested in their phone numbers, which they 
did not want to lose. The customers wanted their service restored 
with their provider, or alternatively wanted to be able to port their 
numbers to a different service provider. 

We entered into discussions with both companies. CCTS could not 
resolve the financial dispute between the two service providers, 
but we know that the CRTC has a process to resolve disputes 
between providers. Although unsure of whether this dispute 
qualified for the CRTC’s process, we strongly urged both providers 
to avail themselves of that process. Neither one was willing to do 
so. CCTS itself was in an awkward position – what could we do 
for these customers? They had complained about their service 
provider, but it was not the one that had disconnected them. 
And under our Procedural Code, they did not have standing to 
complain about the wholesale carrier, as they were not retail 
customers of that carrier. 

It seemed reasonable to us that if these two companies could 
not settle this dispute, the customers should be entitled to port 
their numbers to another provider. We focused on trying to make 
that happen. We even tried to make an arrangement with the 
wholesale carrier by which we would direct all the impacted 
customers to it, and those customers that agreed to take service 
directly from it, would have their wireless numbers restored by 
the carrier. However, the wholesale carrier refused to release 
any of the impacted wireless numbers. It said that until the small 
provider either paid its debt or the debt was written off, those 
phone numbers would not be released. That clearly was not 
going to happen. It said that if it had to write off the debt, the 
numbers would go back into its pool of numbers. 

Despite our efforts, there was not much we could do to assist 
these customers. So the answer to our question is yes – 
customers can lose their phone numbers even in cases where 
they are fully paid up and have done nothing wrong. This  
doesn’t seem right to us. 

CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14
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Background 
CCTS is responsible for administering two codes of conduct 
developed by the CRTC: 

• the Wireless Code (TWC), which applies to consumer 
(including small business) wireless services; and 

• the Deposit and Disconnection Code (D&D Code), which 
applies only to residential home phone services. 

CCTS’ core mandate is to facilitate the resolution of complaints 
between consumers (including small businesses) and their 
service providers. In attempting to resolve complaints, and during 
the course of our investigations, we seek to determine whether 
the service provider reasonably met its responsibilities towards its 
customer. We use the D&D Code as well as TWC as yardsticks 
against which we can measure service provider conduct in the 
context of our complaint-resolution activities. 

CCTS is also tasked with reporting on its activities related to  
the administration of these two codes. Below, you will find our 
first report regarding the administration of TWC, as well as  
our second report on the D&D Code. 

How we use TWC  
and the D&D Code 
All complaints go through the same complaint-handling process 
described here. Complaints in which the customer alleges, or 
CCTS staff suspects issues of non-compliance with TWC or the 
D&D Code (“alleged breaches”) are studied further and tracked 
according to the section of TWC or the D&D Code that may 
have been breached. CCTS does not investigate every alleged 
breach of a Code. Complaints that are resolved to the mutual 
satisfaction of the customer and the service provider do not 
receive additional analysis to determine whether a breach of 
TWC or the D&D Code occurred. This is because in most cases, 
the evidence required to make such a determination has not 
been obtained and examined as it was not necessary to do so in 
order to resolve the complaint. Only those complaints that require 
a full investigation are analyzed to determine whether a breach of 
any Code provision(s) occurred. In cases where our investigation 
leads us to believe that a breach may have occurred, we inform 
the service provider and offer it an opportunity to respond before 
we proceed to confirm the breach. 

“ A Code of Conduct – a common minimum standard of service provider behaviour – is a 
helpful tool in CCTS’ dispute-resolution activities. We believe that we can report effectively 
on Code issues while at the same time preserving the complaint-handling processes that  
we have developed, which permit the effective and efficient resolution of complaints.” 
- Howard Maker, CCTS Commissioner

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/the-wireless-code
http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/documents/deposit-and-disconnection-code
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The Wireless Code 
One key objective of the CRTC in the development of TWC 
was to ensure that consumers of retail voice and data services 
are better informed of the rights and obligations contained in 
their contracts with wireless service providers. TWC applies to 
individual and small business consumers, and all wireless service 
providers must follow its guidelines. When it created TWC, the 
CRTC asked that CCTS administer it and report on our findings, 
including instances of non-compliance by service providers. 

The report below details the number of times CCTS dealt with 
complaints that raised potential breaches of TWC as well as the 
number of times that we were able to confirm whether a breach 
of TWC did (or did not) occur. We identify the specific sections of 
TWC that were breached as well as the wireless service provider 
involved. The results should be read in light of the process 
described above as well as the terminology described below. 

Terminology 

Alleged breach: when a customer claims that the service 
provider failed to perform an obligation under TWC, or when a 
CCTS staff member identifies a potential TWC breach based on 
the details of a complaint. Each breach references an individual 
section of the Code. Thus, more than one alleged breach may  
be recorded in a complaint. 

Confirmed breach: when CCTS can confirm, based on its 
investigation, that a provision of TWC has been breached. 

No breach: when CCTS has investigated an alleged breach  
and concluded that the service provider did not breach TWC. 

Report on the Wireless Code 
TWC came into effect on December 2, 2013, so our report covers 
code issues that arose in complaints we concluded between that 
date and July 31, 2014. CCTS has identified a total of 762 “alleged 
breaches” in 600 separate complaints. Of these 600 complaints, 
it was necessary to fully investigate 51 in order to decide how to 
resolve the complaint. Our investigation revealed 30 “confirmed 
breaches” of TWC and 21 instances of “no breach”. 

TABLE 6 – SUMMARY OF TWC ALLEGED  
AND CONFIRMED BREACHES 

Breaches 

Number of 
complaints in which 

breaches were raised 

Alleged breaches 762 600 

Investigations 51 29 

Confirmed 
breaches 

30 13 

No breach 21 16 

Breakdown of Confirmed Breaches 
• 9 breaches in which a copy of the Critical Information 

Summary and/or a copy of the contract was not provided 
(sections B1(i)b, B1(i)c, B1(ii), B1(iii), C1(i)). 

• 4 breaches in which the Critical Information Summary  
and/or contract did not contain the information required 
(sections B1(iv)c, B1(iv)d, B1(iv)e, C1(iii)). 

• 5 breaches in which the rules regarding changes  
to contract terms and conditions were not followed  
(sections D1(i), D1(ii), D1(iii)). 

• 5 breaches in which an early cancellation fee was billed 
contrary to TWC (sections G1(i), G3(i)a-b). 

• 3 breaches in which the rules surrounding the process  
for disconnection of wireless service was not followed  
(sections I2(i), I2(ii), I2(iii). 

• 2 breaches in which a customer was charged additional  
usage for unlimited services (section A3(i)). 

• 1 breach in which a data cap was not implemented (section E3(i)). 

• 1 breach in which the device unlocking provision of TWC  
was not followed (section F1(i)a).
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The table below breaks down the number of confirmed  
breaches by service provider and lists the specific sections  
of TWC that each provider breached along with the  
number of times it was breached. 

TABLE 7 – TWC CONFIRMED BREACHES  
BY SERVICE PROVIDER 

Service 
Provider 

Total 
Number 

of 
Breaches 

% of Total 
Number of 
Confirmed 
Breaches 

TWC Sections 
Breached 

Bell Canada 12 40.0% Sections A3(i),  
B1(iv)d, B1(iv)e, 
B1(ii), B1(i)b, B1(iii), 
B1(iv)c, D1(ii), D1(i), 
C1(i), C1(iii-vi),  
G3(i)a-b) 

Virgin Mobile 
Canada 

7 23.3% Sections E3(i-ii), 
F1(i)a, D1(iii), D1(i), 
C1(i), G1(i), G3(i)a-b 

8COM 4 13.4% Sections I2(i), I2(ii), 
I2(iii), G3(i)a-b 

Rogers 
Communications 
Inc. 

3 10% Sections B1(i)b, 
B1(i)c, C1(i) 

TELUS 
Communications 

2 6.7% Sections A3(i), D1(i)] 

Fido 1 3.3% Section G3(i)a-b 

NorthernTel 1 3.3% Section B1(i)c 

TOTAL 30 100% 

Early challenges in Administering TWC 
Administering TWC has not been without its unique challenges. 
As can be expected with a new Code, interesting and unexpected 
fact situations can raise questions of applicability, and some Code 
provisions can appear unclear or ambiguous. This requires that 
CCTS make interpretive decisions from time to time. In this section, 
we discuss some of the challenges we have faced in the first eight 
months of administering TWC, some of the interpretations we have 
adopted as well as some relevant case studies. 

Determining the Applicability of the Code 
TWC was not structured to fully apply to all wireless customers 
immediately on December 2nd, 2013. When reviewing wireless 
complaints, the first step is to determine whether TWC or 
certain of its provisions apply to the customer. The applicability 
determination is made based on a number of factors, including 
when the customer first entered into an agreement to obtain 
wireless service as well as the type of agreement (i.e. fixed-term 
or indeterminate/month to month). Our interpretation is that for 
those customers who entered into wireless service agreements 
on or after December 2nd, 2013, TWC applies in its entirety. 
However, for those who have entered into their agreements 
prior to this date, certain sections of TWC applied immediately 
on December 2nd, whereas other sections apply only once the 
agreement is amended or renewed, a device is upgraded, or  
a change to a “key contract term or condition” has been made. 

This applicability “test” has caused a lot of confusion, both 
on the part of consumers and service providers, and may be 
impeding customers’ understanding of the protections that are 
available to them as well as service providers’ abilities to meet 
the requirements of TWC. 

Since the launch of TWC, the CRTC has created an online tool 
to assist customers in determining whether TWC is applicable 
to them. This tool should support continued clarification of the 
applicability of TWC for all stakeholders. 

Questions of applicability should be resolved in June 2015  
when TWC is set to apply to all customers (subject to the 
determination of pending legal proceedings). 

A Matter of Interpretation 
Nonetheless, there are still situations in which the applicability 
of TWC is in question and CCTS has been required to make 
interpretive decisions in specific circumstances that may not have 
been contemplated when TWC was drafted. In doing so, we have 
been guided in part by the preamble of TWC which states that 
when a contract is ambiguous or when it is unclear how the terms 
of TWC or a contract are to be applied, the contract or TWC must 
be interpreted in a manner that is favourable to the customer. Our 
interpretations also reflect an approach that focuses on the actual 
events at issue, not the terminology used by the service provider. 

Certain provisions of TWC, and the applicability thereof, differ 
based on the customer’s contractual status (fixed term or month 
to month), and whether or not a device subsidy was provided. 
However, over the course of a customer’s relationship with his 
service provider, his contractual status may change. For example, 
a customer who initially agreed to a 2-year service agreement 
and received a $120 device subsidy under a plan by which the 
amount of the subsidy is reduced by $10/month is considered to 
be a customer on a fixed-term agreement with a device subsidy 

http://crtc.gc.ca/eng/info_sht/t1302.htm
http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/wp-content/uploads/pdfs/en/2012-2013/CCTS-2012-2013-AR-Highlights.pdf
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on day one of the agreement. However, after twelve months, this 
customer’s contractual status may arguably be that of a customer 
on a fixed-term contract without a device subsidy since the 
subsidy has now been “paid off”. This raises an important question 
in interpreting TWC’s applicability – do we determine whether it 
applies based on the customer’s status at day one, or based on 
his changed status at the time when a complaint is made? 

Below we examine some of the cases which raise applicability 
questions and required interpretive decisions. 

Determining Contractual Status 
A customer’s contractual status can change over the course of his 
relationship with the service provider. In some cases, the manner 
in which TWC applies depends upon a customer’s contractual 
status. So, clarifying which contractual status we use is critical. 

C ase Study #5 –  
Changing contractual status 
In August 2013, a customer entered into a fixed-term 

agreement to obtain wireless services. He did not receive a 
subsidy for his device. In January 2014, the service provider 
decided to change the customer’s fixed-term agreement 
continuing instead to provide the customer with service on a 
month to month basis. One month later, the customer cancelled 
his service and was billed an “account closing fee” of $50 and an 
additional charge equivalent to 30 days’ of service. The customer 
did not dispute paying the 30 day fee because he wanted to have 
service during that last 30 days. However, the customer disputed 
the account closing fee because he did not have a contract. 
After informing the service provider he would not pay this fee, 
the service provider terminated his service the very next day, 
even though the customer requested to only cancel his service 
30 days’ later as required by its policy. Although the service 
provider understood that TWC applied to this customer, it felt that 
it was allowed to bill the customer the account closing fee. 

During the course of our investigation we determined that 
although the customer’s original contractual status was of a 
“fixed-term”, the customer’s contractual status at the time of the 
dispute (February 2014) was indeterminate. TWC specifies that 
early cancellation fees cannot be charged to customers that did 
not receive a device subsidy and that are on an indeterminate 
contract. As such, the “account closing fee” should not have been 
applied. When we explained our findings to the service provider,  
it agreed to credit both charges, resolving the complaint. 

INTERPRETATION: 
A customer’s contractual status (i.e. fixed-term or 
indeterminate) is not static but changes over the course 
of the relationship with the service provider. For the 
purposes of determining obligations and responsibilities 
under TWC, a customer’s contractual status should be 
assessed at the point in time when the facts underlying 
the dispute occur. 

What’s a Key Term and Condition, anyway? 
One of the important principles of TWC is that certain aspects 
of a customer’s service are of primary importance and thus 
may not be changed or altered without the customer’s express 
and informed consent. Among them are the minimum monthly 
charge, the commitment period, the early cancellation fee  
(if applicable), and details regarding any subsidy that may have 
been provided. Also incorporated into this list are the actual 
services that are included in the contract as well as any limits  
on the use of those services. 

There is no definition of “the services included in the contract”1 
and this has led to some debate about what exactly this means 
and, more specifically, whether data plans are “services included 
in the contract”. Prior to the launch of TWC, service providers often 
differentiated the services that were provided under a contract 
and those that were “add-ons” to their contractual documents. 
This typically meant that the services that were provided under 
a contract were provided under a fixed-term contract and often 
meant that the cancellation by the customer of those services 
triggered an early termination fee. The services listed under the 
“add-ons” typically were services that could be changed by 
the provider or the customer without impacting the customer’s 
overall contractual commitment to the service provider, such as 
call display or voice mail. Since the launch of TWC, we have seen 
some service providers move data plans from the “services under 
contract” section to the “add-on” section. These service providers 
have then argued that since data is an add-on, the provision of the 
data services, including any limitations associated with it, do not 
form part of the “key terms and conditions” and therefore can be 
changed without the customer’s express consent. 

1 As referenced in TWC section B1(iv)a.

http://crtc.gc.ca/eng/info_sht/t14.htm
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We believe it reasonable to conclude that the intent of the 
CRTC in drafting TWC was to protect consumers from 
unilateral changes to their key services and not solely to protect 
consumers from unilateral changes to services that the service 
provider describes as being included “under the contract”. 

Although we have received complaints of this nature, they have to 
date all been informally resolved and we have therefore not been 
required to confirm whether any of these alleged breaches of TWC 
occurred. Nonetheless, this new development is troubling. For 
certain customers, data is the most important aspect of wireless 
service. For customers who subscribe to plans for wireless internet 
sticks, data is the only service on the plan. And for wireless 
customers using certain devices with certain service providers, 
data must form part of the services chosen by the customer in 
order to activate the device. Surely in these circumstances data 
must be considered a “key term and condition”. 

We note specifically that the preamble of TWC makes reference to 
“…consumers of retail mobile wireless and data services…” and 
that in describing what constitutes a key term and condition, the 
CRTC specifically listed “…the services included in the contract”. 
We believe it to be logical that data is one of those services. 

Case Study #6 – Is data really an “add on”? 
A customer subscribed to unlimited wireless service  
from his provider for a data stick, on a month to month 

basis. In January 2014, the service provider suspended the 
customer’s data service and informed him that it was because 
he had surpassed his 10 GB data usage cap. The customer 
disputed the resulting overage charges, stating that he had 
unlimited service and did not agree to change to a 10GB cap. 
The service provider took the position that it was allowed to 
change the customer’s data plan from unlimited to 10GB without 
the customer’s express consent because the data plan was not 
a “key term and condition” of the contract but rather was an add-
on. We found this odd since the customer was using a data stick 
and the only service he required for this purpose was data. 

We concluded that in this case, the data plan had to be 
a “service included in the contract”, no matter how it was 
described by the service provider, given that data is essential  
for the use of the data stick. 

INTERPRETATION: 
In many cases, data constitutes a “key term  
and condition”. As such, service providers that wish 
to make unilateral changes to data plans must comply 
strictly with the provisions of TWC. 

Changes to Key Contract Terms and Conditions 
TWC states that “…the services included in the contract and 
any limits on the use of those services…” are key terms and 
conditions that can’t be changed during the commitment period 
without the customer’s express consent. 

In one case we investigated, a question was raised as to how this 
requirement impacts those customers who are on indeterminate, 
or month to month, contracts. More specifically, service providers 
sought additional clarity on whether they had the authority to 
change a key contract term or condition, as defined in TWC, 
for these month to month customers since their agreements 
effectively renewed at the end of each month. 

TWC defines an indeterminate contract’s commitment period as 
being one month (or one billing cycle) and as such, each new 
billing cycle is considered to be a new contract for the purposes 
of calculating the commitment period. TWC prohibits service 
providers from making changes to these key terms and conditions 
during the commitment period without the customer’s express 
consent. But in our view, it was not the intent of TWC to prevent 
service providers from ever changing their service offerings to 
month to month customers. Our interpretation is that TWC does 
not preclude service providers from making changes without the 
customer’s express consent, provided that the changes become 
effective in the following commitment period. In practice, this 
means that in order to be compliant with TWC, service providers 
must notify month to month customers of any changes to the 
key terms and conditions of their contracts in the commitment 
period prior to that in which the change will take effect. 

We believe that this was the intent of TWC as it ensures that 
customers are not faced with unilateral changes to contract terms 
and conditions related to key services during a commitment 
period in which they may not be able to simply cancel their 
service without consequence, while also giving service providers 
the flexibility they need to manage their service offerings. 

Providing Notice when Changing  
a Key Contract Term or Condition 
TWC does not mandate the specific information that must be 
contained in the notice provided to the customer when the 
service provider intends to change a key term or condition.  
It does, however, state that the customer must provide his 
express and informed consent (except if the change clearly 
benefits the customer). 
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Case Study #7 – Insufficient notice 
In one case we investigated, a service provider made a 

change to a key contract term and condition of one of its month 
to month customers after having provided her with notice of the 
change one month in advance. However, we found that in this 
case the service provider’s notice was not sufficient as it did 
not contain the information needed for the customer to provide 
express and informed consent to the change. The service 
provider had made a change to the amount of data included in the 
customer’s plan, but did not detail in the notice the amount of data 
he was now permitted to use, or the rate that would be charged for 
additional usage. As such, we found that notice was not effectively 
provided to the customer and thus the change to the plan was not 
properly done. This complaint was resolved nonetheless when 
the service provider credited all overage charges that had been 
incurred by the customer as a result of the change to his plan. 

Unlocking Devices 
TWC requires that service providers that provide a locked device 
to a customer must unlock it or provide the means to unlock it, at 
the rate specified by the service provider, either upon request for 
customers on a month to month contract or within 90 days after 
the contract start date for customers on a fixed-term contract. 
Since the launch of TWC, we have found some uncertainty among 
service providers about their obligation to unlock a device. One of 
the questions that has been raised is whether a customer needs 
to have active service with a provider in order to require the service 
provider from whom the device was acquired to unlock it. We have 
concluded that a customer who acquired a device from a service 
provider may insist that it be unlocked by that provider, even if the 
customer no longer has service with that provider, so long as the 
customer acquired the device from the provider and had active 
service with the provider at some point since the launch of TWC. 

Case Summary #8 – Unlock it, please 
A customer had been receiving wireless service on  
a month to month basis for approximately 10 months,  

using a device acquired from his provider, when he requested 
that the provider unlock the device. He submitted a complaint  
to CCTS after his provider told him that it was not required to 
unlock the device because TWC did not apply to him. It told him 
that since he began obtaining his wireless services prior to the 
launch of TWC, and that since no amendments had been made 
to his contract or services, TWC was not applicable. During  
the course of investigating the complaint, we found that although 
the customer’s wireless services agreement was indeterminate, 
he also had a “tab” agreement for his wireless device under 
which the amount of the device subsidy provided to him would 
be paid off over the course of a fixed term. The customer could 
cancel his wireless service at any time since it was provided  
on a month to month basis but would then have to pay the 
remaining balance of the “tab” agreement. 

We explained to the service provider that TWC did apply to this 
customer as of the first monthly renewal of his wireless services 
agreement that occurred after December 2nd, 2013, because his 
wireless services agreement was provided on a month to month 
term. Since this was a customer who received a device subsidy but 
was on an indeterminate contract, TWC required that the service 
provider unlock the device (or provide the means to do so) no later 
than 90 days after the contract start date. Since the customer 
already had service for 10 months, the service provider breached 
TWC by refusing to unlock or provide the customer with the means 
to unlock the device. The complaint was resolved during the course 
of our investigation, when the service provider finally agreed to 
provide the customer with the unlock code for his device. 

Early Cancellation Fees 
TWC prohibits early cancellation fees except in specific 
circumstances. We have seen some cases in which “other fees” 
have been billed to customers upon cancelling or transferring 
their services. We had to decide how to address those in the 
context of the TWC. 

Case Study #9 – What’s in a name? 
A customer had originally agreed to a three-year 

contract for wireless services that ended on December 24, 2013. 
The customer continued obtaining service thereafter from the 
provider on a month to month basis. No new device subsidy was 
provided at this time. In January 2014, the customer cancelled 
his service and was subsequently billed a 30 day fee which he 
disputed since his original contract had already expired. 

We investigated this complaint and determined that the customer’s 
contractual status at the time of the dispute was “indeterminate”, 
as the service was being provided on a month to month basis. 
TWC specifies that cancellation fees cannot be billed to customers 
who are on an indeterminate contract when no device subsidy is 
provided. In this case the service provider billed a fee equivalent  
to 30 days’ service when the customer requested the cancellation. 
However, we consider that charging a customer a fee equivalent  
to 30 days’ service, in particular when the customer is not 
provided the additional 30 days of service, is effectively the same 
as charging an early cancellation fee. Therefore, we concluded  
that the service provider had breached TWC by billing him  
the 30 day fee. Subsequent to this determination, the service 
provider credited the charges in question and changed its policy 
so that it no longer bills a 30 day fee in these circumstances. 

INTERPRETATION: 
We consider fees that are billed to customers solely 
because they have cancelled or transferred their service  
to be early cancellation fees, even if the service provider 
calls them something different. 
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Suspension or Disconnection –  
What’s the Difference? 
TWC details the circumstances under which a customer’s 
wireless service can be disconnected. In almost all cases,  
service providers are required to contact the customer 14 days 
prior to the disconnection, and in most cases, provide a second 
notice at least 24 hours prior to disconnection. However, we 
saw a number of cases in which the service provider did not 
follow these rules. The provider claimed that it was not required 
to do so because it had not technically “disconnected” the 
customer’s service but rather had only “suspended” it. When 
we looked into the practice of suspending a customer’s service, 
we found that for the customer there is really no difference 
between a suspension and a disconnection, i.e. the customer is 
without service. Although these complaints are not yet officially 
concluded as at CCTS’ year-end (and thus do not appear in the 
figures in Tables 6 and 7), in our view the difference between  
a suspension and a disconnection is merely technical. 

Service providers have objected to our treatment of what they 
call suspensions as disconnections, which triggers notification 
obligations under TWC. They point out that TWC defines 
disconnections as “the termination of wireless services by a service 
provider”, while it defines suspensions as “a temporary halt in 
wireless service…”. We recognize that TWC contains somewhat 
different definitions for these two terms. In deciding how to apply 
these definitions in the context of the complaints we have received, 
we examined the regulatory decision that established TWC. In that 
decision the CRTC points out that its policy objective was to ensure 
that customers receive notification before they lose their wireless 
services (“service interruptions”), given the importance of those 
services to Canadians. In light of that objective, and to prevent 
service providers from suspending customers indefinitely (thus 
depriving them of notice and the opportunity to cure their default), 
as well as the direction in TWC to decide any ambiguities in favour 
of the customer, we have decided to apply TWC’s disconnection 
provisions to any action taken by a provider to cease providing 
service to a customer. 

INTERPRETATION: 
To conform to TWC, a service provider that ceases 
to provide service has effectively disconnected the 
customer, and the provider is required to follow the rules 
relating to disconnection of wireless services before 
interrupting the customer’s service… even if it calls it  
a suspension rather than a disconnection. 

The Deposit and  
Disconnection Code 
The D&D Code was developed by the industry, approved by the 
CRTC, and came into effect in May 2012. It is a mandatory code 
of conduct that provides residential home phone customers with 
certain protections in cases where they are required to provide  
a deposit as a condition of obtaining home phone service, or 
when a service provider intends to disconnect the customer’s 
home phone service. 

In 2013-14, we identified 136 alleged breaches of the D&D Code, 
of which 11 were confirmed to be breaches (a decrease of 52% 
from last year). Table 8 summarizes the number of instances of 
alleged and confirmed D&D Code breaches. Table 9 details the 
specific sections of the D&D Code that were breached. 

TABLE 8 – SUMMARY OF D&D ALLEGED  
AND CONFIRMED BREACHES 

Breaches 

Number of complaints 
in which breaches  

were raised 

Alleged breaches 136 93 

Investigations 57 39 

Confirmed 
breaches 

11 8 

No breach 46 31 

Breakdown of Confirmed Breaches 
• 4 breaches in which 14-day notice prior to disconnection  

was not provided. 

• 4 breaches in which 24-hour notice prior to disconnection  
was not provided. 

• 1 breach in which a disconnection occurred even though there 
was a dispute regarding the basis of disconnection (section 3.6). 

• 1 breach in which the grounds for disconnection due to failure 
to pay were not met (section 3.1). 

• 1 breach in which the reason for requesting a deposit was  
not provided (section 2.2).

http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-271.htm
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The table below breaks down the number of confirmed breaches 
by service provider and lists the specific sections of the D&D Code 
that each provider breached along with the number of times  
it was breached. 

TABLE 9 – D&D CODE BREACHES BY SERVICE PROVIDER 

Service 
Provider 

Total 
Number 

of 
Breaches 

% of Total 
Number of 
Confirmed 
Breaches 

D&D Sections 
Breached 

Bell Canada 4 36.4% Sections 3.1, 
3.2, 3.3, 3.6 

Cogeco 2 18.2% Sections 3.2, 3.3 

ACN Canada 2 18.2% Sections 3.2, 3.3 

G3 Telecom 2 18.2% Sections 3.2, 3.3 

Comwave 1 9% Section 2.2 

TOTAL 11 100% 

Eight of the ten breaches related to disconnections resulted 
from service providers failing to provide appropriate notice 
to customers prior to disconnecting their service. In some 
instances, the service provider claimed to have provided notice, 
but was unable to provide evidence to demonstrate that notice 
was actually sent, or that it contained the information required  
by the D&D Code. 

Case Study #10 – Notice Requirements 
A home phone customer was paying for her service 

through automatic payments on her credit card. In August 2013, 
her credit card expired and her payment could not be processed.  
As a result, the customer’s service was suspended in September. 
The customer submitted a complaint to CCTS indicating that 
she was not aware that her credit card had expired and that she 
did not receive notice from her provider that her account was 
overdue, nor that her services would be disconnected. During 
the course of our investigation, the service provider gave us 
a copy of the email notification that it claims it provided to the 
customer. Upon review of the email, we noted that it was dated 
the same date that the disconnection of the service occurred. 
Thus we found that the service provider breached the D&D Code 
by not providing the customer with notification 14 days prior to 
disconnection as well as within 24 hours of disconnection. The 
service provider offered to credit half of the outstanding balance 
and the complaint was resolved. 

Case Study #11 – Demonstrating Compliance 
Another customer was surprised when her home  

phone service was disconnected one day. When she spoke 
with her service provider, she was advised that it was because 
she had a balance owing on another account for which she 
was responsible. Although the customer indicated that she 
did not have another account, the service provider refused to 
reconnect her service and she made a complaint to CCTS. 
During our investigation, we found that the customer did indeed 
have an unpaid balance on another account for which she was 
responsible and that the service provider’s Terms of Service 
allowed it to disconnect her home phone service as a result. 
However, the D&D Code requires that a service provider give 
a customer notice 14 days prior to disconnection, and in most 
cases, a second notice at least 24 hours prior to disconnecting 
the service. Although the service provider gave CCTS screen 
shots of its system which it says indicates that notices were sent 
to the customer, it was not able to provide us with a copy of 
the notice or otherwise demonstrate that the notice contained 
the required information further to the D&D Code. The service 
provider offered the customer a credit on her account equivalent 
to one months’ service and the complaint was resolved. 

Service providers must not only comply with the codes of 
conduct but also be able to demonstrate that they have 
complied by ensuring they retain key documentation. The 
availability of key documentation is critical to a service 
provider being able to demonstrate that it reasonably 
performed its obligations to the customer. 

Case Summary #12 – Charges in Dispute 
A customer had an ongoing dispute with her service 

provider about charges that it billed to her. While pursuing the 
dispute, she continued to pay the portion of charges that were 
not in dispute, but her service was disconnected nonetheless. 
To make matters worse, during our investigation we found that 
the disputed charges were not legitimate. Since the D&D Code 
precludes service providers from disconnecting home phone 
service when there is a dispute, so long as the customer pays 
the undisputed portion of the charges, we found that the service 
provider had breached the D&D Code. The complaint was resolved 
when the charges were credited and the service was restored.
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Working with Participating  
Service Providers 
In our last two Annual Reports we discussed some of the 
challenges that we faced when working with service providers. 
Specifically, we identified a concern we had about the large 
number of complaints that we were required to escalate to our 
Investigations stage simply because the service provider did not 
respond to the complaint on time (“overdue”) or because their 
response did not contain all of the information required by our 
Procedural Code (“incomplete”). In 2012-13, the percentage  
of all complaints escalated to our Investigations stage for this 
reason was a whopping 41%. 

Complaints that are escalated to Investigations needlessly cause 
delay for customers, and expense to service providers. In 2013-14  
we set an objective of reaching out to the service provider 
community and working with it to ensure that providers not only 
understood the specific details required when responding to a 
complaint, but the consequences of not doing so. We are pleased 
to report that our efforts were successful. The percentage of 
complaints escalated to our Investigations level because of an 
overdue or incomplete response dropped from 41% to 19%  
in 2013-14, a decrease of more than 50% compared to last year. 

We are very pleased with this result, and applaud those  
service providers who have committed to reviewing their  
internal practices and procedures to make sure that they can 
provide appropriate and timely responses to CCTS. We will 
continue to work with service providers to attempt further 
improvement on these results. 

TABLE 10 – ESCALATIONS DUE  
TO OVERDUE OR INCOMPLETE REPORT 

% of 
escalations 

due to overdue 
or incomplete 

report 

Total  
number of 

escalations

Speak Out Wireless 
(7-11) 

100.00% 16 

Public Mobile 68.30% 41 

Xplornet Internet 
Services 

67.70% 31 

Acanac Inc. 60.00% 35 

Bell Aliant 44.10% 34 

Fido 38.80% 129 

Rogers 36.80% 421 

Bell 7.70% 1,332 

Virgin Mobile Canada 6.70% 371 

WIND Mobile 5.20% 269
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Top 25 Participating Service Providers 
As at July 31, 2014, there was approximately 256 service providers and brands participating in CCTS. A complete analysis  
of the number of complaints concluded in 2013-14 for every service provider and brand can be found here. Below, you will  
find the 25 service providers about which we received the highest number of complaints in 2013-14. 

TABLE 11 – TOP 25 PARTICIPATING SERVICE PROVIDERS BY COMPLAINTS ACCEPTED 

Provider 

Accepted  
Complaints  

2013-14 
Percentage of  
all Complaints 

Resolution Rate  
(% of concluded 

complaints that were 
resolved; overall rate 87%) 

Escalation Rate  
(% of concluded 

complaints that required 
Investigation; overall 29%) 

Bell Canada 3,651 32.20% 84.6% 34.0% 

Rogers Communications Inc. 2,379 20.98% 92.6% 16.7% 

Fido 905 7.98% 91.0% 14.2% 

Virgin Mobile Canada 815 7.19% 85.5% 43.2% 

TELUS Communications Company 653 5.76% 76.9% 23.8% 

WIND Mobile 510 4.50% 83.9% 54.9% 

Vidéotron s.e.n.c. / Videotron GP 294 2.59% 92.7% 19.8% 

Comwave 179 1.58% 89.1% 16.8% 

Koodo 172 1.52% 86.7% 19.3% 

Bell Aliant Regional Communications LP 160 1.41% 89.5% 19.8% 

Public Mobile 128 1.13% 94.6% 32.1% 

MTS Inc. 120 1.06% 88.3% 13.1% 

Xplornet Internet Services 97 0.86% 92.7% 28.1% 

Shaw 96 0.85% 92.8% 27.8% 

Primus 95 0.84% 90.8% 11.2% 

Sasktel 91 0.80% 84.3% 33.7% 

Cogeco 79 0.70% 96.1% 3.9% 

Acanac Inc. 77 0.68% 88.6% 43.0% 

Distributel Communications 76 0.67% 87.2% 20.5% 

ACN Canada 75 0.66% 87.1% 21.4% 

8COM 69 0.61% 50.0% 86.8% 

Mobilicity 58 0.51% 73.3% 28.3% 

TekSavvy Solutions Inc. 53 0.47% 89.3% 8.9% 

Solo 52 0.46% 94.2% 26.9% 

Vonage Canada Corporation 45 0.40% 93.2% 22.7%

http://www.ccts-cprst.ca/wp-content/uploads/pdfs/en/2013-2014/CCTS-2013-2014-AR-Complaints-by-Service-Provider.pdf
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Top 10 Participating Service Provider Profiles 
In the pages that follow, we profile the 10 service providers about which we have received the most complaints. In each profile,  
we provide information regarding the number of complaints accepted and the proportion of the total complaints accepted that 
this represents, as well as what we believe to be other key indicators, such as the proportion of complaints that it resolves 
(resolution rate) or that require escalation to our Investigation stage (escalation rate). We also list the types of issues that are 
most often raised in the complaints associated with that service provider, as well as the number of confirmed breaches of the 
Wireless Code (TWC) and the Deposit and Disconnection Code (D&D Code) we identified in complaints from its customers. 

Bell Canada 

3,651
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

32.2%
of all 
Complaints

-6.6%
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

34%
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

84.6%
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

23.6% of alleged TWC breaches 

12 confirmed TWC breaches 

4 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Incorrect 
charge 
( billing of 
monthly 
price plan) 

Non-disclosure/ 
 misleading 
information  
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Intermittent/ 
inadequate  
quality  
of service 
(service delivery) 

Rogers 

2,379
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

20.9%
of all 
Complaints

-37.4%
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

16.7%
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

92.6%
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

29% of alleged TWC breaches 

3 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

30-day 
cancellation 
policy 

Incorrect 
charge 
( billing of 
monthly 
price plan) 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information  
about terms 
(contract dispute)
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Fido 

905
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

7.9% 
of all 
Complaints

-9.3% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

14.2% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

91% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

9.6% of alleged TWC breaches 

1 confirmed TWC breach 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

30-day 
cancellation 
policy 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information 
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Roaming 
charges 
(billing) 

Virgin Mobile Canada 

815
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

7.2% 
of all 
Complaints 

+5% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

43.2% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

85.5% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

12% of alleged TWC breaches 

7 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information  
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Incorrect 
charge 
(billing of 
monthly  
price plan) 

Early  
Termination  
Fees 
(contract dispute)
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TELUS Communications Company 

653
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

5.8% 
of all 
Complaints

-26% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

23.8% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

76.9% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

5.1% of alleged TWC breaches 

2 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information 
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Intermittent/ 
inadequate 
service 
(service delivery) 

Incorrect 
charge 
(billing of 
monthly  
price plan) 

WIND Mobile 

510
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

4.5% 
of all 
Complaints

-19.7% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

54.9% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

83.9% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

5.2% of TWC breaches 

0 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Intermittent/ 
inadequate 
service 
(service delivery) 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information  
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Roaming 
charges 
(billing)
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Vidéotron, s.e.n.c./Videotron GP 

294
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

2.6% 
of all 
Complaints 

+1% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

19.8% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

92.7% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

0.7% of alleged TWC breaches 

0 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Billing for 
bandwidth 
usage 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information 
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

Incorrect 
charge 
(billing of 
monthly  
price plan) 

Comwave 

179
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

1.6% 
of all 
Complaints

-36.5% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

16.8% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

89.1% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

0% of alleged TWC breaches 

0 confirmed TWC breaches 

1 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

No consent 
to enter into 
contract  
provided 

Intermittent/ 
inadequate 
service 
(service delivery) 

Early 
Termination 
Charges 
(contract dispute)
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Koodo 

170
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

1.5% 
of all 
Complaints

-13.6% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

19.3% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

86.7% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

5.6% of alleged TWC breaches 

0 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Credit 
reporting 
( credit 
management) 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information 
about terms 
(contract dispute) 

30-day 
cancellation 
policy 

Bell Aliant 

160
Number of 
Complaints 
2013-14 

1.4% 
of all 
Complaints

-1.2% 
change  
compared to 2012-13 
(average, -17%) 

19.8% 
Escalation Rate 
(average 28%) 

89.5% 
Resolution 
Rate 
(average 87%) 

CODE BREACHES: 

0% of alleged TWC breaches 

0 confirmed TWC breaches 

0 confirmed D&D Code breaches 

TOP 3 ISSUES RAISED IN COMPLAINTS: 

Incorrect 
charge 
(billing of 
monthly  
price plan) 

30-day 
cancellation 
policy 

Non-disclosure/ 
misleading 
information  
about terms 
(contract dispute)
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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, 2013 and July 31, 2014. 

#100 
1010100 
1010580 
1010620 
1010738 
1011295.com 
295.ca 
3Web 
450Tel 
768812 Ontario Inc. 
8COM 
A dimension humaine 
Acanac Inc. 
Access Communications Inc. 
Achatplus Inc. 
ACN Canada 
AEBC Internet Corporation 
AEI Internet 
AIC Global Communications 
Alberta High Speed 
Allstream inc. 
Altima Telecom 
America Tel 
Amtelecom Telco GP Inc. 
Auracom 
Avenue 
Axess Communications 
Axsit 
B2B2C Inc. 
Bell Aliant Regional  

Communications LP 
Bell Canada 
BlueTone Canada 
BMI Internet 
Bragg Communications Inc. 
Brama Telecom Inc. 
Bravo Phone Cards 
Bravo Telecom* 
Brightroam 
Bruce Municipal  
 Telephone System 
Bruce Telecom 
Bud Light Lime Phone 
Bud Light Phone 
Bud Phone 
Cable Axion 
Cable VDN 
Cablevision du nord  

du Quebec 
Call Select 
Can-net Telecom 
Canada Direct 
Canada Payphone Corporation 
Canada Relink 
Canopco 
CaspianWave 

Caztel 
CCAP (Coopérative  

 de Câblodistribution  
de l’Arrière-pays) 

CCAP Cable 
CCI Wireless* 
CDTel 
Cellfone 
Chatr Wireless 
Cheepnet 
Cheetah 
Choice Tel 
CIK Telecom Inc. 
Cityfone 
Coast Cable 
Cogeco 
Cogeco Cable Quebec 
Cogeco Data Services Inc. 
Cogent Canada 
Colba.Net 
ComparAction 
Compton Communications 
Compuxellence 
Comwave 
Contact Internet 
Convergia Networks Inc. 
Cooptel 
Cybersurf Internet  
 Access (CIA) 
DCI Telecom 
Dell Voice 
Delta Cable 
Distributel Communications 
DolphinTel* 
DSLExtreme 
Eastlink 
Easy Office Phone 
EasyVoice Telecom 
eFirehose 
Electronic Box 
Enhanced VOIP  
 Communications 
Enter-net 
ExaTEL Inc. 
Execulink 
Falcon Internet Services 
Fibernetics 
Fido 
Fongo Inc. 
Freedom Phone Lines 
FreePhoneLine.ca 
G3 Telecom 
Galilee 
Gems Telecom 
Giantel 

Global Crossing  
 Telecommunications 
Canada Ltd 

Globalive 
 Communications Corp. 
Globalstar 
Gold Leaf Telecom Ltd. 
Group of Gold Line 
Halifax Cablevision Ltd. 
Hook Communications Inc. 
Horizon Telecom 
HuronTel 
I-NetLink Wireless* 
Ilink Communications 
InfoFortin Telecom 
InfoSat Communications 
InnSys 
Inter.net Canada 
Interhop 
Internet LightSpeed  
 Communications* 
iRoam Mobile Solutions Inc. 
italkBB 
Juno 
K-Right Communications Inc. 
Kokanee Phone 
Koodo 
Le pigeon voyageur 
LooneyCall 
LuckyCall 
Magic Jack Tel 
Mastercall 
MCI Canada 
Mobilicity 
Mountain Cablevision Limited 
MTS inc. 
Mustang Technologies Inc. 
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 
Northern Tel 
Northwestel 
Nucleus Information
 Service Inc. 
NuEra Telecom 
OneConnect Services Inc. 
OnlineTel 

Ontarioeast.net 
Ontera 
Opcom Hospitality  
 Solutions Inc. 
Orbitel* 
Oricom Internet 
Owtel* 
PageNet* 
Pannu Phone Inc. (SSTV) 
Parlez rabais 
Pathway Communications 
PC Mobile 
People’s Tel GP Inc. 
Persona  

Communications Corp. 
Petro Canada Mobility 
Phone Factory 
Phone Power 
Phonebox 
Platinum 
PortalOne 
Premiere Conferencing  
 Canada Ltd. 
Premiere Global Services 
Primus 
Public Mobile 
Pulse Telecom 
PWHR Solutions 
Questzones 
Quinte Long Distance 
RadioActif 
Redden.on.ca 
RevTel 
Rocler Technologies 
Rogers Communications Inc. 
Sasktel 
Sears Connect 
Seaside Communications  

(Seaside Cable) 
SecureNet Information 
Services Inc. 
Selectcom Inc. 
Selectcom Telecom 
Sens-net Canada Inc.* 
Shaw 
Simcoe County Long Distance 
Simple Connection 
Sogetel 
Solo 
Source Cable Ltd.* 
Speak Out Wireless (7-11) 
Speak Telecom 
Spectravoice 
Startec 
Straight of Canso  
 Cable T.V. Ltd. 
SureNet 

Switchworks 
Talk & Save 
Talk Canada 
Talk Wireless 
Talkit.ca Inc. 
Targo Communications Inc. 
Tata Communications 
TBayTel 
TekSavvy Solutions Inc. 
Tel-Synergy* 
Tele-Page 
Télébec 
Telehop 
Teliphone Corp 
Telizon 
Telnet Communications 
TELUS Communications  
 Company 
TeraGo Networks Inc. 
ThinkTel 
Tough Country  
 Communications* 
Transvision Cookshire 
Uniserve 
Vancouver Telephone  
 Company 
Vbuzzer 
Velcom 
Velocity Networks Inc. 
Verizon 
Vianet Internet Solutions 
Vidéotron s.e.n.c. /  
 Videotron GP 
VIF Internet 
Virgin Mobile Canada 
Voice Network Inc. 
Vois Inc. 
Vonage Canada Corporation 
Westman  

Communications Group 
WestNet Wireless 
Wightman Telecom 
WiMac Tel 
Win-tel 
WIND Mobile 
World-Link  

Communications Inc. 
Worldline 
Xittel Inc. 
Xplornet Internet Services 
Yak Communications Corp. 
Yesup 
Yesupnet 
Youmano 
Zid Internet 
Zoomer
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Statistical 
Reports
This section contains detailed statistical 
reports on our operations. 
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Contact Centre Activities 
Our Contact Centre received over 180,000 communications by telephone and in writing. 

Incoming Written Correspondence 

Total Written Correspondence 50,103 

Written correspondence from customers  
about new or existing complaints 31,822 

Written correspondence from service  
providers about complaints 17,247 

Written correspondence from customers  
with general inquiries about CCTS or their 
telecommunications services 1,034 

Incoming Phone Consultations 

Total Phone Calls Answered  130,468 

Number of General inquiries  87,395 

Inquiries generated by CCTS bill message 13,850 

Number of consultations about complaints 35,346 

Number of Out-of-mandate phone consultations 7,196 

Number of complaints accepted by phone 531

 13,850

CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14
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Out of Mandate Issues 
This table shows the number of issues raised by customers, in writing or by phone, that CCTS could not accept in 2013-14,  
broken down by the reason they could not be accepted. 

Procedural Code Section 3 

Section 3(a) Internet applications/content 190 
Section 3(b) Broadcasting (television) 3,496 
Section 3(b) Broadcasting (radio) 13 
Section 3(c) Emergency services 12 
Section 3(d) Payphones 25 
Section 3(e) Customer owned equipment 234 
Section 3(f) Inside wiring 33 
Section 3(g) Yellow pages/business directories 43 
Section 3(h) Telemarketing/unsolicited messages 576 
Section 3(i) Security services 21 
Section 3(j) Networking 20 
Section 3(k) 900/976 calls 51 
Section 3(l) Pricing 668 
Section 3(m) Rights of way 30 
Section 3(n) Plant/poles/towers 226 
Section 3(o) False/misleading advertising 143 
Section 3(p) Privacy issues 300 
Section 3 Other – Regulated services 89 
Phone/internet scams 2,120 

TOTAL 8,290 

Procedural Code Section 4 

Section 4.1 Customer service 
Language barriers 48 
Outsourcing 67 
Rude representative 438 
Transfers/IVR 105 
Wait times 210 

Total 868 

Section 4.3 Service provider general operating practices and policies 2,184 

TOTAL 3,052 

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 69 
Section 8.2 Matter previously or current with another agency 99 
Section 8.3(a) Complaint filed outside time limits 366 
Section 8.3(b) Facts arose prior to Effective Date 20 

TOTAL 554
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Analysis of Closed Complaints 
Our operational statistics show that we closed 1,434 complaints of the 11,196 we concluded in 2013-14. 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 78 5.4% 

Out-of-mandate after further information obtained 302 21.1% 

Section 7.1(b) Customer does not have sufficient interest 7 0.5% 

Section 7.1(c) Complaint more appropriately handled by another agency 19 1.3% 

Section 7.1(d) Further investigation not warranted 493 34.5% 

Section 7.1(e) Customer not cooperative 274 19.1% 

Section 7.1(f) Service provider offer is reasonable 181 12.6% 

Section 8.1 Service provider not offered opportunity to resolve 7 0.5% 

Section 8.2 Matter previously or currently with another agency 36 2.5% 

Section 8.3(a) Complaint filed outside time limits 35 2.4% 

Section 8.3(b) Facts arose prior to Effective Date 2 0.1% 

TOTAL 1,434 100.0% 

Closed Complaints



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14 35

Statistical Reports
2013-14

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 2013-14 customers received compensation in 70% of complaints, which is identical to last year. 

Compensation Range  Number of Complaints Percentage 

< $100 3,208 41.15% 
$100 – $499 3,547 45.51% 
$500 – $999 691 8.86% 
$1,000 – $4,999 324 4.16% 
>= $5,000 25 0.32% 

TOTAL 7,795 100.00% 

TOTAL COMPENSATION:  $ 2,278,131.17 
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Regional Analysis 
Complaints accepted by Province 

* 2013 Canadian population according to Statistics Canada as of July 1, 2014.  
 Numbers are measured in thousands of persons. 

Canada, Statisitcs Canada, Population by year, by province and territory (Ottawa, CANSIM, 2014)  
 at http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tables-tableaux/sum-som/l01/cst01/demo02a-eng.htm
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Complaint Issues by Province 
TABLE 12 – COMPLAINT ISSUES BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY 

Province Billing Contract Dispute Service Delivery Credit Management Total 

Alberta 45.34% 29.14% 20.09% 5.43% 100.00% 

British Columbia 47.55% 30.96% 17.39% 4.10% 100.00% 

Manitoba 45.53% 27.62% 22.76% 4.09% 100.00% 

New Brunswick 50.44% 26.11% 19.91% 3.54% 100.00% 

Newfoundland and Labrador 41.36% 34.03% 21.47% 3.14% 100.00% 

Northwest Territories 75.00% 12.50% 12.50% 0.00% 100.00% 

Nova Scotia 45.49% 32.58% 14.19% 7.74% 100.00% 

Nunavut 0.00% 25.00% 75.00% 0.00% 100.00% 

Ontario 41.74% 30.44% 24.07% 3.75% 100.00% 

Prince Edward Island 56.51% 18.87% 20.75% 3.77% 100.00% 

Quebec 51.86% 25.61% 19.44% 3.10% 100.00% 

Saskatchewan 53.41% 22.49% 17.67% 6.43% 100.00% 

Yukon Territory 29.03% 35.48% 32.26% 3.23% 100.00%
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Customer 
 Survey 
Results 

We survey customers who have used our service in order to obtain feedback about  
the quality of service we are providing, and to identify areas for improvement. 

1. We asked customers whether it was easy to file their 
complaint with CCTS? 

The 97% of “Yes” and “Somewhat” answers is identical  
to last year’s results. 

2. We asked for feedback on the service provided by  
our Contact Centre agents in certain key respects: 

The very high rate of satisfaction with our Contact Centre  
agents mirrors last year’s results.
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3. We asked for feedback on the service provided by our 
Complaints Resolution Officers: 

le 

Again, these very good results are extremely similar to the results 
from last year’s survey. 

4. We asked customers about their overall sense of satisfaction 
with various aspects of the CCTS process: 

The only material difference between last year’s results  
and this year’s is that the percentage of respondents who 
answered “Yes” to indicate their satisfaction with the timeliness  
of our process increased from 82.4% to 89%. 

We are pleased to report that once again, customers  
have confirmed a high level of satisfaction with CCTS,  
its processes and its staff.



CCTS ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14 40

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 directors, independent of the 
telecommunications industry, of which two are 
nominees of consumer groups; and 

• Three industry directors, one each to represent 
the Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs), 
the Cable Companies (Cablecos), and the Other 
Telecommunications Service Providers. 

Directors independent of the  
telecommunications industry 
These 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 Collège de Maisonneuve in Montreal. He has also served 
as a policy analyst on matters of broadcasting, telecommunications, and 
information technology for Union des consommateurs and as 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. 

Directors representing the  
telecommunications industry 
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 Communications 
Company 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. 

* Nominee of consumer groups
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CCTS Organizational Chart 
CCTS employees bring diverse backgrounds and experience to their 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. 

COMMISSIONER 
Howard Maker 

FINANCE 
CONSULTANT 
Kevin Byrne 

DIRECTOR, INQUIRIES 
AND COMPLAINTS 
Josée Thibault 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT 
Aby Noel 

MANAGER, 
CUSTOMER CARE 
Sylvie Laframboise 

MANAGER, 
INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY 
Al Villeneuve 

MANAGER, 
INVESTIGATIONS 
Marco Lanoue 

TEAM LEAD, 
CUSTOMER CARE 
Patrick Bisson-Fields 
(Vacant) 

CUSTOMER CARE 
REPRESENTATIVE 
Daniel Brisson 
Felicia Brown 
Serge Cardinal 
Louis Desjardins 
Jean-Pierre Friquin 
Manny Grewal 
Nicolae Irina 
Lise Kay 
Eric Levesque 
Eric Mayer 
Sébastien Pigeon 
Hinda Seth 
Jean-Francois Turcotte 

TECHNICAL 
SUPPORT ANALYST 
Vadim Dombrovskii 

COMPLAINT ANALYST 
Tamar Palandjian-Toufayan 

TEAM LEAD, 
INVESTIGATIONS 
Danny Raymond 
Erin Reid 

COMPLAINTS 
RESOLUTION 
OFFICER 
Philippe Mercorio 
 (Investigator) 
Federica Anaya 
Jonathan Blais 
Yves Chauvin 
Chantal Daugherty 
Natalie Dupuis 
Tamara Holland 
Jean-Claude Lizé 
Jason Mahon 
Mauricio Perez 
Karen Sanghera 
Marc-André Savoie 
Kelsey Tapp 
Elizabeth Theriault 
Michelle Wilson 
Jessica Zéroual
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