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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES-1.

This document is being submitted in response to a procedural letter received by
TNW Wireless Inc. (“TNW”) on March 23, 2018 from the Canadian Radiotelevision and Telecommunications Commission (“Commission”) related to
TNW’s Part 1 Application submitted to the Commission on July 3, 2017 (the
“Application”). The Commission issued this procedural letter to TNW following
Telecom Decision CRTC 2018-97 (based on Notice of Consultation 2017-259)
allowing TNW if it chose, to proceed with its Application and to supplement, in
light of 2018-97, its original submission.

ES-2.

In light of the analysis undertaken in 2018-97 and the basis for the Commission’s
decision, TNW has elected to proceed with its Application.

ES-3.

This document is the 3rd submission of its Part 1 Application. TNW requests that
all previous submissions by the company be considered in their entirety as part of
the Application.

ES-4.

Any abbreviations not defined in this Executive Summary are defined in the
balance of this document.

ES-5.

As way of background, TNW Wireless Inc. (formerly known as RuralCom
Corporation “RuralCom”) is a licensed wireless operator offering wholesale and
retail service in Canada. The company currently holds 25MHz bandwidth tier-2
850 MHz licenses which provide service to certain areas in the northwest region of
British Columbia and parts of Yukon. Its licensed territory also includes the
majority of the Alaska Highway.

ES-6.

TNW also provides access to its Home Public Mobile Network (“HPMN”) and
global communication services through a licensing agreement to operate iPCS, a
Smartphone-over-IP technology. iPCS uses cloud spectrum and works seamlessly
between Wi-Fi and 4G/LTE. The technical details of iPCS have been described in
previous submissions for its Application.

ES-7.

In its Application, TNW seeks the following final relief;

a. TNW requests that the Commission direct both Bell1 and Telus2 to provide
TNW in good faith with Wholesale Roaming Agreements as per their
respective Carrier Access Tariffs under reasonable economic terms and
that the Commission direct both Bell and Telus to proceed with all
necessary interconnection process and guideline as set by the GSM
Association Permanent References and to complete the interconnection
through Syniverse’s facilities in no more than 30 days after the delivery of
the Wholesale Roaming Agreements. .
b. TNW requests that within the Wholesale Roaming Agreements, the
Commission direct Bell and Telus not to make as pre-conditions to an
agreement inclusions of clauses and components or even discussions
regarding specific contract items as already ruled to be excluded from their
tariffs in CRTC 2017-56 such as identified in paragraphs 55, 75 and 106 of
the Decision3.
c. Further to b. TNW requests that the Commission direct Bell and Telus not
to refuse to provide Wholesale Roaming Agreements on the basis of any
perceived misuse they deem may occur.
d. TNW requests that the Commission review its iPCS technology for
compliance with CRTC 2017-56 and a determination that the use of iPCS
while on Wi-Fi using Wi-Node cannot be deemed roaming.
ES-8.

In this submission, TNW addresses its Application in light of analysis and
conclusions reached by the Commission in 2018-97.

ES-9.

In its 2018-97 decision, the Commission amongst other things reinforced its policy
to promote facilities-based competition and to minimize regulatory uncertainty as a
means to promote investment and maintain a high quality national mobile network.

ES-10. The Commission further clarified that Wi-Fi as it has been used by Wi-Fi First

services (which are not facilities-based) should not be used to extend a home

1

Bell refers to Bell Mobility Inc.
Telus refers to Telus Communications Inc., formerly Telus Communications Company
3
Since TNW’s original Part 1 Application, the Commission issued Telecom Order CRTC 2017-433 which
sets forth final terms and conditions as a follow-up to CRTC 2017-56 and as such some terms and conditions
may supersede 2017-56. https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2017/2017-433.htm
2

2

public mobile network as this would promote the type of regulatory uncertainty
that would reduce investment.
ES-11. The Commission also reaffirmed that under mandated Tariffed Wholesale

Roaming Agreements, any roaming on a visited network must be incidental and
cannot be deemed to be permanent, the latter would effectively mean reselling of a
roaming partner’s mobile services.
ES-12. The Commission reaffirmed its desire to promote innovation in the industry, to

have mobile service providers contribute to the national wireless infrastructure
(including future technologies) and to support the development of services in rural
and underserved regions of the country.
ES-13. In this and previous submissions, TNW establishes;

a. That it is a facilities-based mobile service provided with licensed spectrum,
b. That it meets all the criteria to obtain Wholesale Roaming Agreements as
mandated by the Commission and ISED,
c. That it has invested in its network, in new telecommunications technology
and has demonstrated plans to support policy objectives of the Commission
in the areas of underserved regions,
d. That its iPCS technology is compliant with both the technical aspects and
the spirit of the current regulatory framework and is not an extension of its
home network, but rather is a technology for remote access to its home
network,
e. While remotely accessing its home network, TNW is not registered to any
visited network or use any visited network resources – as such cannot be
considered “roaming” on a visited network and that any actual roaming on
visited networks will be incidental.
ES-14. TNW like all other wireless providers requires a competitive framework which

allows it to generate the profits which can be used to enhance service and further
invest infrastructure and innovation. We believe that this is achievable within the
current regulatory environment and our requested final relief reflects that belief.

3

ES-15. Notwithstanding TNW’s position that it is entitled to the final relief requested the

company believes that granting the relief will in no way impact the level of
investment by other wireless carriers as the financial impact to other carriers of
granting the relief would be negligible. Furthermore granting the final relief would
not set any precedent that could be expanded to non-facilities based service
providers and as such would not create an environment of regulatory uncertainty
but would still support competition.
ES-16. For all the reasons contained in this and previous submissions by TNW with

respect to the Application, TNW respectfully requests that the Commission grant
the final relief as requested.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND REQUESET FOR RELIEF

1.1

The Application and the confidentiality claim

1.

TNW Wireless Inc. (“TNW”) is bringing this application (“Application”) on behalf
of itself pursuant to Part 1 of the Canadian Radio-television and
Telecommunications Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure 4(“Rules) and
sections 24, 25, 32, 47, 55, and 61 of the Telecommunications Act (“Act”)5.

2.

This document is the 3rd submission of its Part 1 Application. TNW requests that
all previous submissions by the company be considered in their entirety as part of
the Application.

3.

Unless otherwise specified, nothing contained in this Application and any
attachments are confidential.

1.2

Introductions and History of the Application
4.

On July 3, 2017 TNW submitted a Part 1 application to the Canadian Radiotelevision and Telecommunications Commission (the “Commission”) requesting
the following as final relief from the Commission6;
a. TNW requests that the Commission direct both Bell and Telus to provide
TNW in good faith with Wholesale Roaming Agreements as per their
respective Carrier Access Tariffs under reasonable economic terms and
that the Commission direct both Bell and Telus to proceed with all
necessary interconnection process and guideline as set by the GSM
Association Permanent References and to complete the interconnection
through Syniverse’s facilities in no more than 30 days after the delivery of
the Wholesale Roaming Agreements. .
b. TNW requests that within the Wholesale Roaming Agreements, the
Commission direct Bell and Telus not to make as pre-conditions to an
agreement inclusions of clauses and components or even discussions
regarding specific contract items as already ruled to be excluded from their

4

SOR/2010-277, 30 November 2010 [“Rules”].
S.C 1993, c.38 [“Act”]
6
TNW Wireless Inc. Part 1 Application, July 3, 2017
5

5

tariffs in CRTC 2017-56 such as identified in paragraphs 55, 75 and 106 of
the Decision7.
c. Further to 21 b. TNW requests that the Commission direct Bell and Telus
not to refuse to provide Wholesale Roaming Agreements on the basis of any
perceived misuse they deem may occur.
d. TNW requests that the Commission review its iPCS technology for
compliance with CRTC 2017-56 and a determination that the use of iPCS
while on Wi-Fi using Wi-Node cannot be deemed roaming.

5.

This request was predicated on the need for TNW to provide global GSM-based
services to its subscribers as is provided by all other Canadian mobile service
providers.

6.

TNW further requested that the Part 1 be reviewed in an expedited basis for
interim relief as in particular; the lack of roaming agreements prevented TNW
from executing its business plan.

7.

For clarity, the request for review of iPCS was independent of TNW’s request for
mandated wholesale roaming agreements as TNW viewed these as separate issues
within the context of the Part 1.

8.

On July 20, 2017 in response to an Order in Council P.C. 2017-0557 dated June 1,
2017, the Commission issued a Telecom Notice of Consultation 2017-259 which
was to reconsider Telecom Decision 2017-56 with the possibility of broadening the
definition of “home network:” to include other forms of connectivity such as Wi-Fi
for the purpose of wholesale roaming.

9.

On October 23, 2017 the Commission issued procedural letter to TNW related to
TNW’s Part 1 Application. The procedural letter denied TNW’s request for
interim relief and further suspended consideration of the Application pending the
determinations and decisions of 2017-259.

7

Since TNW’s original Part 1 Application, the Commission issued Telecom Order CRTC 2017-433 which
sets forth final terms and conditions as a follow-up to CRTC 2017-56 and as such some terms and conditions
may supersede 2017-56. https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2017/2017-433.htm
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10. On March 23, 2018 the Commission issued a procedural letter to TNW following
Telecom Decision CRTC 2018-97 (based on 2017-259) allowing TNW to proceed
with its Application and to supplement, in light of 2018-97 its original submission.
11. In light of the analysis undertaken in 2018-97 and the basis for the Commission’s
decision, TNW has elected to proceed with its Application.
12. TNW has in its previous submissions related to this Application, explained in
detail the technical, regulatory, economic and public policy rational for requests
for final relief. While we may make reference as appropriate to the information in
these submissions, this document will focus on the Application as it relates to the
Commissions analysis and decisions contained in 2018-97.
13. To reaffirm its position and the nature of its Application, TNW is not seeking any
changes to the current regulatory framework in order to obtain the final relief it is
currently seeking. It is TNW’s position that it meets all the requirements set forth
by the Commission to obtain mandated wholesale agreements and as a separate
issue, that its iPCS technology as detailed in previous Application submissions is
fully compliant with both the letter and the spirit of all current telecommunications
regulations. Furthermore, after a full review of 2018-97, TNW further believes that
the decision only strengthens its position as under this decision as the Commission
has clarified and reaffirmed a number of competitive, technical and public policy
considerations.

2.0

Key Issues Raised by CRTC 2018-97

14. In this section we will highlight the key issues of 2018-97 as they relate to the
TNW Application.
2.1

Facilities-Based Competition
15. In Telecom Decision CRTC 2018-97, the Commission reconfirmed its long
standing position that facilities-based competition in the Canadian wireless market
was at least in the current environment, in the best interest of Canadian public
policy. This position was supported by all the national wireless carriers with the
general consensus that facilities-based competition enhances regulatory certainty
which ultimately leads to incentives for capital investment in the national wireless
infrastructure.

7

16. Under its policy of facilities-based competition, the Commission for the moment
excluded from the competitive framework, mobile virtual network operators or
MVNO’s which it defines in 2018-97 as:
An MVNO is a wireless service provider that does not own spectrum
or operate its own radio access network (RAN); instead, it relies on
the spectrum and RAN of a wireless carrier and, in some cases,
other facilities and/or services, to provide mobile wireless services
to consumers.
17. TNW has always supported a Canadian policy of facilities-based competition with
the provision that regulatory certainty, while promoting investment, should not
lead to a decrease in competition nor should it be a disincentive for innovation.
18. TNW is by definition a facilities-based carrier, with its own spectrum licenses and
infrastructure. As such it is entitled to wholesale roaming agreements as mandated
by 2015-177 when used within the regulatory framework as established by the
Commission.
19. By investing in and maintaining its own physical telecommunications network,
TNW contributes to the national telecommunications infrastructure and in doing so
contributes to the Commission’s stated goals related to facilities-based
competition.

2.2

Wi-Fi First Service

20. Much of the analysis contained within 2018-97 involved what the industry refers
to as “Wi-Fi-First” operations which the Commission has deemed incompatible
with current policy and regulatory framework. Within the decision, it defines “WiFi-First” as:
Wi-Fi-first service providers offer applications that use a
combination of Wi-Fi and cellular networks to offer wireless
services including voice and text messaging services. The

8

applications consume mobile data only when the end-users do not
have Wi-Fi access.8
21. Wi-Fi first services are characterized by non-facilities service-based modes of
delivery versus facilities-based delivery and are typically tied to MVNO
operations. This is further clarified in 2018-97 paragraph 53 which describes Wi-Fi
first service providers as not owning or operating their own network.
22. TNW’s Part 1 Application and subsequent response explains in detail technical
aspects of how iPCS works. While there is a Wi-Fi component to iPCS, all iPCS
calls are transit through and are completed within TNW’s facilities-based wireless
network.
23. As the facilities-based operations of TNW have already been established, neither
the company nor its operation by definition can be considered a Wi-Fi-First service
provider. Furthermore, TNW’s use of Wi-Fi is as will be elaborated on later,
consistent with the use of Wi-Fi by every other national and regional wireless
carrier.
2.3

The Issue of Roaming

24. In TNW’s Application and Response, it should be noted that we have never
advocated for a broadening of the definition of a “home network” for the purpose
of roaming which included the use of Wi-Fi for extending the home network.
However TNW did request that the Commission review TNW’s iPCS technology
which can use Wi-Fi to remotely access its facilities-based network without any
connection to a “visited network” and whether iPCS while on Wi-Fi can be
considered “roaming”.
25. In this section we would like to address 2 key points which pertain to the TNW
Application in light of 2018-97:
a. The issue of whether the use of iPCS while on Wi-Fi can be considered
“roaming” and,
b.

8

What would constitute incidental versus permanent roaming

CRTC 2018‐97 footnote 4
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26. While the technical rationale for TNW’s position that iPCS while on Wi-Fi cannot
be considered roaming has been well articulated in its Application and subsequent
response documents, we present the key rationale below which remains consistent
with the principles of facilities-based operations as noted in 2018-97:
a. TNW operates its own public mobile network (“PMN”) as per guidelines of
the GSM Association.
b. iPCS uses the TNW PMN exclusively (including its licensed spectrum) at
all times.
27. Intrinsic to the use of a PMN is the use of licensed spectrum. If no licensed
spectrum is used, there cannot be any deemed use of a PMN. iPCS cannot
therefore be deemed to be using another wireless operator’s PMN as a (Visited
Public Mobile Network (“VPMN)” since iPCS using Wi‐Node disables the
International Mobile Subscriber Identification code (IMSI) in its generic UICC
SIM card module which then in turn the operating system (iOS or Android)
disables the user’s smartphone device 3GPP radio(s) and stops emitting any
electromagnetic frequency on any licensed spectrum. Therefore the device cannot
be connected to another operator’s PMN while it is connected to the TNW’s own
PMN remotely. The system monitors in real time the relative consumption of data
on any given network.
28. In TNW’s opinion, 2018-97 supports its position that iPCS while on Wi-Fi cannot
be considered roaming as under the iPCS environment there is no use of or
registration on a visited network and only TNW network resources (including
licensed spectrum) are being used.
29. In fact, when compared with the use of “Wi-Fi Calling” services provided by the
national and regional carriers and as described further in the next section, TNW
believes that iPCS is not only compliant but is more in line with the spirit of the
regulation as it provides subscribers with the full range of mobile features
including seamless movement to/from Wi-Fi and 4G/LTE rather than the limited
service provided by Wi-Fi Calling and dropped calls during handover.
30. With respect the question of “incidental” versus “permanent” roaming, we respect
that potential roaming partners do not want TNW customers to be permanently
roaming on their networks and that this would defeat the policy goals of 2015-177.
10

It is not the intention of TNW to essentially resell roaming partner services and
TNW has proposed mechanisms to ensure that roaming is truly incidental.
31. While there has been much discussion about how to monitor and enforce incidental
versus permanent roaming, the Commission, citing Bell in the 2018-97 decision
(paragraph 15) stated:
Bell Mobility submitted that Wi-Fi-first service providers do not
provide any connectivity services to their customers at all, let
alone any mobile connectivity, since every smartphone customer
can already use Wi-Fi data, and Canadians already use Wi-Fi for
between 76% and 84% of their mobile data usage.
This clearly indicates that all carriers already rely heavily on the fact that
their subscribers utilize Wi-Fi for the majority of their data consumption.
32. If we assume that the Bell data is correct and since iPCS is a data only service9
(using no voice channels), it would be reasonable to conclude that even without the
safeguards proposed by TNW in it Application, based on the Bell data, that iPCS
subscribers would be connected remotely to the TNW network the vast majority of
the time regardless of their location and would not be registered to any visited
network.
33. Therefore TNW’s position remains that while using iPCS, subscribers are
connected to its home network and are not roaming, it is very reasonable to assume
that any roaming on a visited network will by all definition, be incidental.
2.4

The Use of Wi-Fi Calling in the Canadian Wireless Industry

34. There has been a great deal of discussion amongst the Canadian
telecommunications industry, regulators, government and the Canadian public as
to the role of Wi-Fi in the delivery of mobile services to Canadians. The
Commission in its 2018-97 decision raised valid concerns regarding the use of WiFi, particularly by MVNOs to deliver mobile services, particularly with regards to
the incentives for capital investment and quality of service issues.

9

For clarity, iPCS uses only data to deliver voice services, SMS and Internet connectivity
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35. It is very clear however that the use of Wi-Fi calling in Canada is not only present,
but is becoming almost a ubiquitous standard for voice connectivity. Every
facilities-based wireless carrier in the country offers some form of Wi-Fi calling
and we are aware that this feature is heavily promoted by all who offer it.
36. Wi-Fi calling typically provides subscribers with full voice and text features while
connected to public or private Wi-Fi. In fact, all services state of imply that they
will work on virtually any Wi-Fi connection. Each carrier handles usage within its
own terms of service, but typically, Wi-Fi calls are treated the same way as if they
were initiated/received on the carrier’s voice network. Subscribers must enable the
service with the carrier and on their Wi-Fi call-ready smartphone
37. Different carriers offer different geographical Wi-Fi Calling coverage. For
example both Rogers Communications Company Inc/. (“RCCI”) and Freedom
Mobile (“Freedom”) as per their terms of service, offer both domestic and
international service (Appendices A and B respectively) while the Bell and Telus
terms of service (Appendices C and D respectively) purportedly limit usage to
Canada only (although in its reply of August 14, 2017 to the Commission, TNW
was able to demonstrate that Telus Wi-Fi calling was achievable from the
Netherlands10).
38. Each carrier’s terms of service for Wi-Fi calling provides subscribers with what
they need to access the service as well as any limitations to the service. This
includes limitations on certain mobile features including 911 services.
39. Depending on the service provider, when Wi-Fi calling is enabled and both Wi-Fi
and mobile networks are available, a subscriber device will default to one or the
other connection. For example, in RCCI’s terms of service (Appendix A) it states:
In most cases, when you have access to both Wi-Fi Calling and a
mobile network, your device will automatically default to use WiFi Calling
On the other hand, the Telus Wi-Fi calling terms (Appendix D) of service states
that:

10

https://services.crtc.gc.ca/pub/DocWebBroker/OpenDocument.aspx?DMID=2950122 , Section 3.4
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In most cases, when you have access to both a Wi-Fi network and
the mobile network, your device will automatically default to use
the mobile network.
Bell Wi-Fi calling service similarly defaults to the mobile network (Appendix C).
Freedom Mobile allows subscribers to establish the default network during setup
(Appendix B).
40. Therefore depending on the service provider, subscriber settings and specific
location, a Wi-Fi calling subscriber can use Wi-Fi calling anywhere from 0-100%
of the time. If we return to the Bell statistic regarding Canadians proportion of WiFi data use and where subscriber services are set to default to Wi-Fi calling, it is
not unlikely that these subscribers will utilize Wi-Fi calling more than 75% of the
time. Furthermore, users of Wi-Fi Calling can and are likely to do so on facilities
that are not owned or operated by the wireless service providers or necessarily
under any contractual or other arrangements between the owners and operators of
the Wi-Fi service.
41. No wireless provider guarantees quality of service while on Wi-Fi calling. RCCI
in their terms of service for example states:
Wi-Fi Calling is provided on a best commercial efforts basis, with
no guarantee of continued access or quality of service related to
voice connectivity, on account of its reliance on public or private
internet and/or mobile data networks.
Telus’ terms of service states:
Wi-Fi Calling is provided to you on an “as available” and “as is”
basis, with no guarantee of continued access and/or quality of
service, on account of its reliance on public or private internet
and/or mobile networks
42. With Wi-Fi calling, while the phone itself will switch automatically between Wi-Fi
and a mobile network, any call in progress will generally be dropped during the
handover process and subscribers need to redial or wait for a callback to continue
their call.
43. TNW raises all these points for a number of reasons. First, it is clear that Wi-Fi is
more than just an occasional fallback for the delivery of mobile services by the
national and regional carriers. It is an integral component of their service delivery
platform and we firmly believe that the proportion of Wi-Fi calling will only
13

increase over time. Therefore as the burden of calling gradually but inevitably
shifts to Wi-Fi, so will the burden on the Wi-Fi network and in doing so, will
reduce the need for capacity investment in the national wireless network. In a
facilities-based competitive environment we view this as a form of network
optimization rather than a disincentive to investment which is the Commission’s
concern from non-facilities-based competition and which does not contribute to the
national infrastructure in any way.
44. The use of Wi-Fi by the national and regional carriers operates completely
independently of their respective licensed spectrum footprint. By their own terms
of service, Wi-Fi-Calling is available via any public or private Wi-Fi in Canada,
regardless of location and for some carriers, any Wi-Fi connection in the world. It
appears from the various terms of service, that Wi-Fi-Calling is available as a
default service even when registered to a roaming partner. We are uncertain as to
whether this would still be viewed as roaming by the roaming partner.
45. As Wi-Fi-Calling seems in some cases to be providing some form of remote access
(and in other cases, extended access) to the carrier’s home network, independent of
location, we fail to see how those same carriers can object to iPCS technology
which is not only a remote access to the TNW network but unlike Wi-Fi-Calling, is
deregistered from any visited network while connected to its licensed spectrum via
Wi-Node.
2.5

Extending a Home Network versus Remote Access to a Home Network

46. The distinction between extending a home network and remotely accessing a home
network is more than a matter of semantics; it is a technical reality.
47. Under a home network extension scenario, a mobile provider operates on both
available network Layer 2 connections11; one through the UMTS/LTE radio (8002100 MHz licensed spectrum) and one through the Wi-Fi radio (2.4 or 5.8 GHz
unlicensed spectrum). Through a VoIP softphone application (or in the case of
Apple iOS, an embedded Wi-Fi Calling VoIP feature), both Layer 2 connections
are fully used to register smartphone devices to the mobile operator HPMN
(through the PMN directly or VPMN) and at the same time to the VoIP servers of
the Home mobile network provider which is backhauled thought a Wi-Fi Internet
connection. When on a visited network, the Layer 2 connections have the effect of
“extending” the reach of a home network through a visited network analogous to
using an “extension cord” as the traditional UMTS voice channels or VoIP

11

As per the Open Systems Interconnection Model (OSI Model), Layer 2 refers to the data link layer for
reliable transmission of data frames between two nodes connected by a physical layer while Layer 3 refers to
the network layer for structuring and managing a multi-node network, including addressing ,
routing and traffic control
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capability are available on both network layers at the same time and in a real time
failover for the purpose of establishing a voice session, sending or receiving SMS
or establishing an Layer 3 IP session for Internet-based services. Although in-call
sessions would be dropped if the device switches from one to the other network
Layer 2. As such if a subscriber under this scenario is outside the carrier’s HPMN,
they would be roaming while on Wi-Fi.
48. Remote access through iPCS on the other hand “cuts the cord” and does not utilize
both network Layer 2 connections at the same time. The IMSI does not appear on
the roaming partner network, does not make use of the roaming partner’s licensed
spectrum and does not consume network resources of the roaming partner; the
subscriber is not registered to any roaming partner network while on Wi-Fi.
Instead, iPCS under Wi-Fi establishes a single Layer 2 connection (and Layer 3)
which backhauls registration, authentication, signalization and voice media session
to a TNW Wi-Node licensed spectrum facility for the use of all GSM-based
services within the GSMA standard. Already established voice communications
are maintained through a proprietary network Layer 3 handover from one network
Layer 2 to the other, and this, even while the device needs to register in real-time
to a VPMN session if Wi-Fi connectivity is lost - leaving only a short moment of
silence in the voice call. Under this scenario therefore, a subscriber would not be
roaming while on Wi-Fi.
2.6

Regulatory Certainty is as important to Small Facilities-based Operators as it is to
National Operators: Innovation and Investment in the Canadian Wireless
Infrastructure

49. The Commission has made it very clear in 2018-97 that regulatory uncertainty can
a detriment to investment in Canada’s national wireless infrastructure. We
understand the delicate balance required between the requirement for a stable
regulatory framework that encourages investment for a state-of-the-art and robust
national network and the need to provide a competitive environment which
provides critical telecommunications services to support industry and individuals.
50. The Commission noted that allowing Wi-Fi-First services as defined in the
decision could create the type of regulatory uncertainty that would negatively
impact such investment.
51. However somewhere in between the benefits of regulatory certainty which
promote investment by the national carriers and the larger regional carriers and the
regulatory uncertainty through the introduction of non-facilities based competition,
lie facilities-based companies like TNW, which do not have the critical mass to
develop a national or even a major regional infrastructure or the economies of
scale enjoyed by major carriers. In order to compete effectively against the larger
15

companies’ distinct economic advantage, smaller companies have to be highly
innovative in terms of their business model which includes maximizing technical
and operation efficiencies and where possible, developing innovative technical and
business solutions. As such small companies have the capacity to contribute
significantly to innovation in telecommunications and to discrete components of
Canada’s national infrastructure.
52. Sir Richard Branson, Founder of Virgin Mobile inter alia is quoted as saying:
Small businesses are nimble and bold and can often teach much
larger companies a thing or two about innovations that can change
entire industries12.
53. TNW believes that it is the model of a nimble and bold organization and that we
can contribute considerably to the Canadian telecommunication landscape and in
ways that the larger carriers will not. iPCS is a true innovation and supported by a
Canadian patent application and internationally protected through the Patent
Cooperation Treaty. iPCS is the result of innovators looking at a specific
telecommunications problem within an established regulatory framework and
developing a technology to deal with it. The company has invested heavily in its
development which we believe far superior to any Wi-Fi Calling currently offered
by other Canadian carriers. Key innovations include that calls do not drop when
handing over to/from Wi-Fi and 4G/LTE, full texting capability, cloud based
operation, generic SIMs13, multiple user-configurable features and restrictions,
innovative 911 features, etc.
54. TNW has also developed a business and operational plan to provide connectivity
along its licensed portion of the Alaska Highway – which is currently without
continuous connectivity. In order to accomplish this, it needed to design highly
innovative and cost-effective rapid deployment technology for installation of radio
sites. This is well in line with the objectives of 2018-97 in its desire to develop
underserved regions in Canada.

12

https://www.virgin.com/entrepreneur/start-ups-join-richard-branson-for-30-year-brainstorm
Each iPCS SIM has a unique International Mobile Subscriber identity Number or IMSI however
subscribers are not identified by the IMSI but instead are identified through login to a wireless session. The
term “generic” refers to the fact that any iPCS subscriber can use any phone with an iPCS SIM for mobile
services as the SIM itself is not tied to the subscriber.
13
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55. As with the national and regional carriers, TNW needs an environment where it
can profit and thereby reinvest profits along with other carriers into Canada’s
national infrastructure. It is important to convey to the Commission that small
businesses often work on very different investment criteria from larger operations.
Opportunities which may be unprofitable or undesirable to larger companies may
be both profitable and desirable to smaller companies and as such we can often fill
the market gaps and equally importantly, Canadian public policy objectives.
56. Part of the Commission’s analysis within 2018-97 dealt with the future and
investment in 5G. As the Commission pointed out, 5G will be much more than a
traditional voice and data network. 5G will facilitate a multitude of new
applications. TNW is looking to be part of the 5G development.
57. What TNW is seeking therefore under its request for final relief, is line with a competitive
environment which balances the need for a level of regulatory certainty for facilities-based
carriers and associated investment and the desire by Canadians to have access to lower
prices and innovative solutions.

3.0

Conclusion

58. In its decision 2018-97 addressed the need for lack of choice of innovation and
affordable mobile wireless services as this pertains to Canadian consumers and
particularly to households of lower income. The decision notes that the
development of sustainable facilities-based competition is a long standing strategy
which requires nurturing and a level of regulatory certainty.
59. Within the context of regulatory certainty the Commission reinforced the policy
priority for facilities-based competition and away from non-facilities-based
competition such as MVNO’s and Wi-Fi-First type services. TNW has provided
evidence that it is a facilities-based operator and that none of its operations fall
within the definition of an MVNO or Wi-Fi-First service.
60. The Commission also maintained its view that public Wi-Fi should not form part
of a wireless carrier’s home network for the purpose of establishing what
constitutes incidental use of a visited network. TNW has provided in this document
and in its 2 previous submissions, what we believe is conclusive evidence that its
iPCS technology, while on Wi-Fi is not an extension of its home network but
rather remote access to its home network which we believe is more in line with the
letter and the spirit of the current regulations than the ubiquitous use of Wi-FiCalling by other carriers. It would seem fair that TNW subscribers should not be
precluded from using Wi-Fi when it can be used extensively by all the other
17

facilities-based subscribers whether or not they are within their service provider’s
respective PMN.
61. The Commission further reinforced its policy on wholesale roaming and
particularly the requirement to only be incidentally roaming on any visited mobile
network. TNW has again through the course of its submissions, provided evidence
that iPCS when on Wi-Fi cannot be deemed to be roaming since there is no
connection with any visited network. TNW has also provided technical solutions
for ensuring that its subscribers cannot “permanently roam” on a visited network.
Notwithstanding these technical solutions, we have provided evidence that even in
the normal course of usage it is highly unlikely that a subscriber would be in a
permanently roaming situation.
62. The Commission expressed its desire to promote innovation and investment in
Canada’s telecommunications infrastructure. In response, TNW has provided
support for its innovative technology and technology solutions as well as its
current and planned investment in infrastructure including a desire to support
upcoming 5G deployment. Furthermore TNW’s stated plans include investment in
underserved regions. In order to accomplish its goals, TNW like all other wireless
providers requires a competitive framework which allows it to generate the profits
which can be used to enhance service and further invest infrastructure and
innovation. We believe that this is achievable within the current regulatory
environment and our requested final relief reflects that belief.
63. Notwithstanding TNW’s position that it is entitled to the final relief requested the
company believes that granting the relief will in no way impact the level of
investment by other wireless carriers as the financial impact to other carriers of
granting the relief would be negligible. Furthermore granting the final relief would
not set any precedent that could be expanded to non-facilities based service
providers and as such would not create an environment of regulatory uncertainty
but would still support competition.
64. For all the reasons contained in this and previous submissions by TNW with
respect to the Application, TNW respectfully requests that the Commission grant
the final relief as requested.
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4.0

Relief requested

4.1

Final relief

65. TNW has not altered its request for final relief based on the 2018-97 telecom
decision.
66. TNW is a small wireless operator as such its business plan and viability depends
highly on its ability to provide global GSM-based services to its subscribers in
Canada and internationally. This is not unlike the needs of any other mobile
service provider and is reflected in other Canadian government policy decisions
such as ISED’s Revised Frameworks for Mandatory Roaming and Antenna Tower
and Site Sharing14. Furthermore, TNW has invested heavily in its infrastructure
and alternative technologies which have been designed to be fully compliant with
both the letter and spirit of all current Commission regulations and decisions. As
such TNW requests that the following final relief from the Commission:
a. TNW requests that the Commission direct both Bell and Telus to provide
TNW in good faith with Wholesale Roaming Agreements as per their
respective Carrier Access Tariffs under reasonable economic terms and that
the Commission direct both Bell and Telus to proceed with all necessary
interconnection process and guideline as set by the GSM Association
Permanent References and to complete the interconnection through
Syniverse’s facilities in no more than 30 days after the delivery of the
Wholesale Roaming Agreements. .
b. TNW requests that within the Wholesale Roaming Agreements, the
Commission direct Bell and Telus not to make as pre-conditions to an
agreement inclusions of clauses and components or even discussions
regarding specific contract items as already ruled to be excluded from their
tariffs in CRTC 2017-56 such as identified in paragraphs 55, 75 and 106 of
the Decision and as further clarified in Telecom Order CRTC 2017-433.
c. Further to b. TNW requests that the Commission direct Bell and Telus not
to refuse to provide Wholesale Roaming Agreements on the basis of any
perceived misuse they deem may occur.

14

http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/smt-gst nsf/eng/sf10546 html March 7, 2013
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d. TNW requests that the Commission review its iPCS technology for
compliance with CRTC 2017-56 and a determination that the use of iPCS
while on Wi-Fi using Wi-Node cannot be deemed roaming.
5.0

NOTICE
67. This application is made by TNW Wireless Inc., c/o Lawry Trevor-Deutsch, 468
Pleasant Park Road, Ottawa ON K1H 5N1 [email: regulatory@tnwcorp.com]
A copy of this application may be obtained by sending a request to
regulatory@tnwcorp.com .
TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to section 25, and, as applicable section 26 of the
Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission Rules of Practice
and Procedure, any respondent or intervener is required to mail or deliver or
transmit by electronic mail its answer to this application to the Secretary General
of the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission
(“Commission”), Central Building, 1 Promenade du Portage, Gatineau (Québec)
J8X 4B1, and to serve a copy of the answer on the applicant within 30 days of the
date that this application is posted on the Commission’s website or by such other
date as the Commission may specify. Service of the copy of the answer on the
applicant may be effected by personal delivery, by electronic mail, or by ordinary
mail. In the case of service by personal delivery, it may be effected at the address
set out above.
If a respondent does not file or serve its answer within the time limit prescribed,
the application may be disposed of without further notice to it.
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ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY INC.
WI-FI CALLING TERMS OF SERVICE
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APPENDIX B

FREEDOM MOBILE
WI-FI CALLING TERMS OF SERVICE
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APPENDIX C

BELL MOBILITY INC.
WI-FI CALLING TERMS OF SERVICE
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APPENDIX D

TELUS COMMUNICATIONS INC.
WI-FI CALLING TERMS OF SERVICE
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