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15 February 2019 

 
Via E-mail 

Mr. Michael Wernick        
Clerk of the Privy Council and Secretary to the Cabinet 
80 Wellington Street 
Ottawa, ON   K1A 0A3 
 
Dear Mr. Wernick: 
 
Re:    Canada Gazette, Part I, Saturday, January 19, 2019, Petition to the Governor 

in Council concerning Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2018-377 (TIPB-
001-2019) 

 
1. Saskatchewan Telecommunications (SaskTel or the Company) provides these 

comments on the petition to the Governor in Council made by Southwestern 

Integrated Fibre Technology Inc. (SWIFT) dated 19 December 2018.  The 

Application seeks an order to vary Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2018-377 

by: 

a. Removing restrictions on eligibility of municipal 
governments and community-based intermediary 
organizations to apply for accessing the fund by restoring 
the more flexible approach the Commission had specified 
in the 2016-496 decision; 

b. Enhancing the Commission’s commitment to the 
application of minimum service quality standards; 

c. Empowering underserved communities and promoting 
public-private cooperation needed to counteract Canada’s 
growing rural-urban digital divide in Internet access quality 
and affordability; 

d. Enhancing the accountability of subsidy recipients for 
actual speeds/quality of broadband services they ultimately 
deliver; 

e. Enhancing the transparency of the Commission’s funding 
decisions by publishing submitted applications. 
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2. This letter represents SaskTel’s Intervention with respect to the SWIFT Petition.  

While SaskTel will not address every point raised by SWIFT, such action should 

not be taken as endorsement or rejection of any concerns raised. 

 
The CRTC was correct in creating a plan that subsidizes the most needing real 

rural and remote areas throughout Canada (including areas of Ontario more rural 

than where SWIFT operates) rather than focusing first on the easily accessible to 

be built areas represented by suburban acreages such as those adjacent to urban 

communities on the Niagara peninsula. 

3. At the outset, SaskTel argues that the Commission did make the correct policy 

choice in TRP 2018-377, namely that it created a plan that prioritizes subsidies 

for the real rural and remote areas throughout Canada (including more remote 

areas of Ontario) rather than focusing first on the low hanging fruit of suburban 

acreages adjacent to urban communities on the Niagara peninsula which 

comprise the vast majority of SWIFTs territory.  Effective and efficient allocation 

of the broadband fund requires a solution that applies to all of Canada – not just 

southwestern Ontario.  The decision appealed from balanced the needs of all 

regions of Canada and chose to disburse the fund using a tried and proven 

method that is applicable to all of Canada and has been successfully deployed at 

least 2 times before.   

4. A large part of SWIFT’s justification for the decision being overturned at Cabinet 

is that there are some 230,000 homes (or some 500,000 people) in its territory 

that do not have access to 50/10 Mbps broadband service today and the current 

framework developed by the Commission these homes will be excluded, or 

greatly disadvantaged, from receiving funding under the Commission’s 

broadband fund.  We note that the Commission’s decision also leaves large 

numbers of residences in other areas of Canada ineligible for funding under this 

program.  Given the limited amount of funding available, stark choices regarding 

the number of residences that are eligible to receive subsidy funding need to be 

made and the Commission made them.   
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5. SWIFT has estimated that it will cost at least $2.7 Billion1 to provide fibre 

solutions to their territory.  It has also been suggested in other forums that the 

cost to build fibre solutions and fixed wireless solutions in all of Canada may be 

over $ 6.7 Billion.  It is not clear whether these enormous cost estimates are net 

of revenue contributions, but it is clear there is not enough money in the 

Commission’s fund to provide the solution that SWIFT is seeking, let alone 

sufficient funds for all of Canada.  Furthermore, SWIFTs petition is calling for 

establishment of a minimum level of service that would only realistically be 

provided over a fibre to the premise (FTTP) infrastructure.  While this 

infrastructure may make sense in some portions of a densely populated region of 

Canada such as SWIFTs territory, it is simply infeasible that all homes in Canada 

will be served by the same technology.  Providing FTTP to all homes in rural and 

remote areas of Canada will cost many times more than the $6.7 Billion estimate 

for 50/10 coverage in rural and remote areas.  The SWIFT materials speak of a 

$2.7 Billion cost for southwestern Ontario alone.  The additional scarce resources 

required to build fibre as opposed to a lower cost mixed access solution including 

fibre and fixed wireless can be allocated to initiatives that benefit more 

Canadians.  

6. Recognizing the different realities of living in rural City locations such as those on 

the Niagara peninsula and living in a residence in the boreal forest in northern 

Canada and living in a residence on the southwest quarter of Section 27, Range 

13, West of the 3rd Meridian, the Commission was well advised to choose a 

disbursement methodology that could promote equitable, efficient, and effective 

broadband construction throughout all of Canada.  We accept that any decision 

that excludes certain residences from subsidy eligibility can be a problem to the 

extent that the decision discourages investment in those partially served 

communities.  However, given that there is not enough money in the fund to build 

all of the unbuilt areas in Canada, the Commission’s decision effectively and 

                                                
1  SWIFT Petition to Governor in Council to Vary Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2018-377, 

dated December 19, 2018 page 5, footnote 1 “our estimates based on previous fiber 
deployment initiatives suggest replacing legacy copper plants with next generation fiber 
networks in our Region will require at least $2.7 billion in fixed network capital expenditures.” 
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efficiently focuses on the most remote and needing areas of Canada, of which 

there are plenty.  We also note that any of the communities that remain unbuilt 

after the first $750 million is disbursed should be eligible for funding under a new 

program.   

7. Were there no other sources of subsidy funding, and were this the only program 

to be introduced, this may be a problem to be considered.  But the Commission 

has noted that it will take until the end of 2031 for the basic service supporting 

broadband infrastructure to be built in all of Canada and that the disbursement 

mechanism may be reviewed before the current funding period expires.  The 

government of Canada has appointed a Minister of Rural Infrastructure with a 

mandate that includes improving broadband infrastructure throughout Canada.  

There will be more money and more programs. 

 
The CRTC was correct in choosing to implement the program through a single 

pan-Canadian entity such as itself, rather than allowing for local government to 

create a series of local solutions of differing qualities and technology capabilities. 

8. Local and municipal governments are not well suited to determining what 

telecommunications infrastructure and telecommunications project requirements 

are appropriate throughout Canada; whereas the CRTC has that pan-Canadian 

view and expertise.  Allowing local governments to use a procurement process to 

establish “minimum standards for defining what constitutes a basic service that 

satisfies universal service objectives”2 within their territory may be appealing to 

the local governments and even local communities, but that will lead to an 

unequal and inequitable distribution of technology and broadband performance 

characteristics throughout Canada.  Should they feel their community needs are 

not being met by the CRTC pan-Canadian standards and processes, the local 

government can always sweeten the pot with their own incentives and or 

subsidies to influence successful bidder’s behaviours. 

                                                
2  SWIFT Petition to Cabinet dated December 19, 2018, para 7 
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9. In its Petition, SWIFT strongly advocates for enhanced public-private cooperation 

and community empowerment.  In this regard, SWIFT points to its own blueprint 

for the development of broadband in its region – one in which SWIFT (and by 

extension its municipal partners) is the backbone provider and last-mile access is 

competitive or further subsidized by the public and private sectors. 

10. While SaskTel appreciates the efforts put forth by SWIFT and its partners in the 

development of broadband access in their region, SaskTel has concerns with the 

extent to which this model could be duplicated in other areas of the country.  

SWIFT, by its own definition, operates in what would be construed as a densely 

populated region (230,000 plus homes with 500,000 people).  To put this level of 

population into context, in Saskatchewan its two largest cities Regina and 

Saskatoon have a combined dwelling count of 200,295 and a combined 

population of 482,856.  

11. Rural and remote local and municipal governments throughout the remainder of 

Saskatchewan (and other parts of Canada) are small organizations, usually 

employing an Administrator, possibly an assistant and several maintenance staff, 

in addition to the Mayor/Reeve and a small number of Councillors.  They may 

have at most a few hundred homes and up to 1000 residents within their 

territories.  

12. SaskTel would argue, based on its own experiences, that local and municipal 

governments across Canada simply do not have the technical knowledge or 

resources to organize, apply and then subsequently distribute subsidy dollars to 

build and operate backbone networks and provide further funding to ISPs to build 

out 50/10 broadband.  Rather these levels of government utilize their already 

scarce resources to provide the services their ratepayers demand, such as 

roads, maintenance, water, sewer, and other public goods.  Having these 

organizations participate in the deployment of broadband infrastructure within 

their territory is economically and technically inefficient and a misdirection of 

scarce resources.  This is not to conclude that the creation of SWIFT as an 

overseer of telecommunications infrastructure projects for the southwestern 

Ontario is unnecessary overhead, but it does beg the question about the value of 
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such an intermediary organization when considering the disbursement of the 

CRTC fund. 

13. SWIFT’s model appears to be based upon itself using subsidies to develop the 

backbone infrastructure and then offer that backbone plus additional subsidies to 

local access providers who will compete for customers.  This is not a viable 

solution throughout Canada.  Ultimately, in the vast majority of the 

abovementioned areas, a monopoly business case supported by a subsidy is 

most likely the only business that will be able to proceed.  The SWIFT model is 

simply unworkable in the remainder of eligible rural and remote areas of Canada 

as there are not enough eligible homes within the areas (even when combined) 

to support a local government backed backhaul provider and potentially multiple 

last mile service providers.   

 
SWIFT’s preference for a monopoly service overseer and backbone provider such 

as itself (or other local government) excludes other successful market driven 

solutions such as pure competitive builds and cooperative driven builds. 

14. Finally, SWIFT has suggested that market forces have not led to the 

development of broadband infrastructure in the region and will not lead to its 

development in the future.  In their submission, only a partnership of regional 

local governments is able to provide a regional solution.  With respect, this 

approach overlooks at least 2 examples where market forces led broadband 

building success in the region.   

15. Firstly, the region of Chatham-Kent was not being upgraded.  In May of 2018, 

Bell Canada announced that it would bring an all-fibre broadband network to that 

region.  The network serving 38,000 residences will start in Chatham and expand 

to Blenheim, Ridgetown, Tilbury, and Wallaceburg.3  This in itself is a success of 

market force showing how market demand lead to broadband builds.   

                                                
3  CARTT, May 23, 2018, https://windsor.ctvnews.ca/bell-brings-internet-technology-to-

chatham-kent-1.3943710 
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16. But in a demonstration of the power of market forces, in July of 2018, TekSavvy 

announced that it had reached an agreement with the municipality of Chatham-

Kent whereby the municipality agreed to invest $6.5 Million  

“to facilitate the open-access fibre backbone that will connect 
communities in Chatham-Kent.   

 
As Canada’s largest independent ISP, TekSavvy plans to connect 
more than 38,000 residences and businesses in the region, 
starting in Chatham with plans to expand to Blenheim, Ridgetown, 
Tilbury, and Wallaceburg, investing up to $26 million over 18 
months in the development of its fibre network.”4 

 
17. There are now 2 infrastructure builds for the region.  We presume they are 

proceeding as announced.   

18. Secondly, Quadro Communications a 3,900 member co-op “headquartered in 

Kirkton, Ont.,has already deployed fibre to the home to every farmhouse, barn 

and business in its 4 exchanges in parts of Perth, Huron, Middlesex and Oxford 

counties in southwestern Ontario farm country about 45 kms north of London, 

Ont.”5 and they are using the same model to fibre St. Marys, a small town of 

about 7,300 between Stratford and London, Ont.6  This is another example of 

how market forces can work to provide a service where it is required. 

19. Clearly SWIFT’s way is not the only way to bring broadband infrastructure to 

southwestern Ontario or Canada.  The Commission has wisely chosen a method 

of disbursement that directs funding at the most rural and remote areas of 

Canada that are not likely to have population density to support a broadband 

build and that allows many other business models to be deployed in those and 

more dense areas where appropriate. 

 

                                                
4  CARTT, July 23, 2018, https://cartt.ca/article/teksavvy-chatham-kent-spending-325-million-

new-fibre-net 
5  CARTT, December 20, 2016, https://cartt.ca/article/independents-fibre-every-last-farmhouse-

barn-and-business 
6  CARTT, January 22, 2019, https://cartt.ca/article/quadro-investing-10-million-fibre-st-marys 
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Conclusion 

20. In summary SaskTel urges Cabinet to reject SWIFT’s application for the following 

reasons. 

Firstly, the CRTC was correct in creating a plan that subsidizes the real rural and 

remote areas throughout Canada (including more rural areas of Ontario) rather 

than focusing first on the low hanging fruit of suburban acreages such as those 

adjacent to urban communities on the Niagara peninsula. 

Secondly, the CRTC was correct in choosing to implement the program through 

a single pan-Canadian entity such as itself, rather than allowing for local 

government to create a series of local solutions of differing qualities and 

technology capabilities, and 

Thirdly, SWIFT’s preference for a monopoly service overseer and backbone 

provider such as itself (or other local government) excludes other successful 

market driven solutions such as pure competitive builds and cooperative driven 

builds. 

21. For the above noted reasons, SWIFTs Petition to vary the Commission’s 

determinations in TRP 2018-377 should be rejected.   

Sincerely, 

 

W.N. (Bill) Beckman 
Senior Director - Regulatory Affairs 
KS/nb 
 
c.c.: Pamela, Miller, Director General, Telecommunications and Internet Policy  
   Branch, ISED, ic.telecomsubmission-sousmissiontelecom.ic.@canada.ca 

Geoff Hogan, SWIFT, regulatory@swiftnetwork.ca 
 ILECs 
 CLECs 
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Distribution List 
 
ILECs 
bell.regulatory@bell.ca; jane.westlund@bell.ca; document.control@sasktel.com; 
regulatory.affairs@telus.com;  
 
CLECs 
 
felix.perreault@navigue.com; sandy.bain@myaccess.coop; 
doug.denney@allstream.com; regulatory@beanfield.com; bell.regulatory@bell.ca; 
Regulatory.Matters@corp.eastlink.ca; ian.g@broadconnect.ca; geoff@brooketel.ca; 
daniel.waechter@brucetelecom.com; regulatory@derytelecom.ca; 
douellette@cablovision.com; serina.repole@cwct.ca; simon.desrochers@cogeco.com; 
info@ccdstratford.com; sshek@comwave.net; marc-andre.grenier@renecorp.com; 
gestion@coopcscf.com; gestion@cablezach.com; tresorier@coopsteagathe.com; 
pallard@cooptel.coop; regulatory-registration@distributel.ca; 
denis@duclosmichaud.com; regulatory@corp.fibernetics.ca; 
martha.facey@execulink.com; rwi_gr@rci.rogers.com; jennifer.bonner@flexity.com; 
Regulatory@sjrb.ca; richard_gils@gbtel.ca; regulatory@gosfieldtel.ca; 
david.chisholm@gsuinc.ca; celinelaporte@maskatel.qc.ca; a.lawrence@hay.net; 
grubb@hurontel.on.ca; praba@innsys.ca; regulatory@icewireless.com; 
robert@isptelecom.net; phillip@ixica.com; legal@kimcot.com; 
klaplante@ccapcable.com; tcossette@hearstwifibe.com; bgispen@lakelandenergy.com; 
sales@les.net; clayton@mnsi.net; lhallahan@mornington.ca; markb@nor-del.com; 
steve@wtccommunications.ca; Dave.Kershaw@novusnow.ca; chris.thompson@o-
net.ca; regulatory@packetworks.net; dcooper@primustel.ca; rdo@provtel.com; 
regulatory@quadro.net; tjwbeach@ontarioeast.net; shane@seaside.ns.ca; 
richard.biron@sogetel.com; rbosanac@sourcecable.ca; regulatory@ssimicro.com; 
diana.peneva@tatacommunications.com; rob.olenick@tbaytel.com; 
akaplanmyrth@teksavvy.ca; eric.unrau@navigata.ca; regulatory.affairs@telus.com; 
Mark.Lau@terago.ca; accounting@wtccommunications.ca; nrouleau@transvision.net; 
regulatory@trutel.com; regulatory@tccmail.ca; regulatory@vianet.ca; 
dennis.beland@quebecor.com; kaastras@westmancom.com; regulatory@wightman.ca; 
Xplornet.Legal@corp.xplornet.com;  
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