
 

 

FILED ELECTRONICALLY AND VIA COURIER 
 

August 16, 2011 

Ms. Kirsten Walli 
Board Secretary 
Ontario Energy Board 
2300 Yonge Street 
PO Box 2319, 27th Floor 
Toronto, ON 
M4P 1E4 

Helen T Newland 
Helen.Newland@FMC‐law.com 
DIRECT 416‐863‐4471 
 

 

 

Dear Ms. Walli: 

RE:  Application by Canadian Distributed 
Antenna Systems Coalition ("CANDAS"); 
Board File No.: EB‐2011‐0120     
 

We represent CANDAS  in connection with  its application  to  the Board regarding access  to  the 
power  poles  of  licensed  electricity  distributors  for  the  purpose  of  attaching  wireless 
telecommunications equipment (“Application”). 

In accordance with Procedural Order No. 1, CANDAS is filing the Responses to Interrogatories of 
Board Staff. 

CANDAS will file two paper copies of the above‐noted evidence tomorrow. 

Yours very truly, 
 
(signed) H.T. Newland 

HTN/ko 

cc:  Mr. George Vinyard 
  ExteNet Systems, Inc. 

Mr. Mark Rodger 
  Borden Ladner Gervais 

All Intervenors 
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EB‐2011‐0120 
 
 
IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.O. 
1998, c. 15, (Schedule B); 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by the Canadian 
Distributed Antenna Systems Coalition for certain orders under 
the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998. 

 

 

RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF 

BOARD STAFF 

(on the evidence of the Applicant, CANDAS) 

 

 

 

 

August 16, 2011 
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CANDAS 

Responses to Interrogatories of Board Staff 
Filed: August 16, 2011 
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Questions 

1. Please  provide  the  following  information  on  permit  applications  for  wireless 
attachments to the poles of Ontario electricity distributors for the purpose of operating 
the distributed antenna systems (“DAS”) network: 

1.1 Total  number  of  permit  applications  that  have  been  made  to  each  Ontario 
electricity distributor broken down by distributor.  

1.2 Number  of  applications  that  have  been  processed  by  each Ontario  electricity 
distributor. 

1.3 Number  of  attachment  permits  that  have  been  granted  by  each  Ontario 
electricity distributor. 

1.4 Number  of  attachment  applications  that  (a)  have  not  been  processed;  or  (b) 
rejected  by  each  Ontario  electricity  distributor  and  reasons  given  by  each 
distributor for not processing or rejecting the applications. 

 
Responses: 

1.1 During 2009 and 2010 DAScom submitted a total of 435 applications for wireless 
attachments to the poles of THESL. During that period, DAScom also submitted a 
total  of  222  applications  for wireless  attachments  to  the  streetlight  poles  of 
THESI which, at the time, were non‐distribution assets.  At least some portion of 
the THESI streetlight poles that were the subject of these applications have since 
been classified as distribution assets and will be transferred to THESL. Moreover, 
during 2009 and 2010, CANDAS understands  that Cogeco  submitted a  total of 
303  applications  for  attachments  of  fibre  optic  cabling  to  THESL  poles  in 
connection with  the  project  to  build  the  proposed  Toronto DAS Network. No 
applications  were  submitted  to  any  other  Ontario  electricity  distributor  in 
connection with any DAS network of which CANDAS has knowledge.  

1.2 Of  the  foregoing  applications,  THESL  processed  a  total  of  184  DAScom 
applications  and,  as  reported  to  ExteNet,  a  total  of  186  Cogeco  applications. 
THESI processed a total of 222 DAScom applications. 

The  last  DAScom  node  attachment  application  was  submitted  to  THESL  in 
October, 2010. 

1.3 THESL granted a total of 184 permits to DAScom for wireless node installations. 
THESI granted a total of 222 permits to DAScom for wireless node  installations. 
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At last report, THESL had granted a total of 170 permits to Cogeco for fibre optic 
cable installations related to the proposed Toronto DAS Network. 

The last DAScom node permit application was granted around the month of July, 
2010. 

1.4 Of the DAScom applications to THESL, a total of 251 were not processed.  While 
some applications may have been rejected at various times, all were resubmitted 
with  revisions,  and  either  approved  or  are  still,  presumably,  pending.  The 
reasons given  for not processing  the applications at different  times varied, but 
ultimately  and  for  the most  part  had  to  do  with  a  lack  of  sufficient  human 
resources. The  reasons given  for  rejecting  the application[s] were  typically  the 
planned  use  of  the  pole  for  a  future  THESL  build  or  that  applications  were 
missing  information  that  was  later  supplied.  Of  the  DAScom  applications  to 
THESI, all were processed and none were rejected. 

With regard to the Cogeco applications to THESL, at one point in the first quarter 
of 2010, all of the 285 Cogeco applications related to the Toronto DAS Network 
then reported as pending, were rejected as a group, reportedly due to a change 
in the information required to be submitted with attachment permit applications 
from what  had  been  required  earlier with  respect  to wire  attachments.  Since 
then,  CANDAS  understands  that  303  applications were  either  resubmitted  or 
newly submitted, inclusive of the foregoing 285 rejected applications. During the 
course of processing Cogeco  applications,  some  applications were  rejected on 
various  technical  grounds  but  these  grounds  were  not  reported  directly  to 
DAScom. Cogeco routinely resubmitted  these applications with corrections and 
at  the  last  report provided  to DAScom, had  a  total of  3  applications  that had 
been denied and were still pending revision and resubmission. To the knowledge 
of  CANDAS  members,  the  reasons  given  for  not  processing  the  Cogeco 
applications  (including  those pending  for  some  time prior  to being  rejected en 
masse as described above) were, for the most part, the same as those given at 
various times for not processing the DAScom applications. 
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Questions 

2. Please provide the following details of attachments currently being used to operate the 
DAS network in Ontario: 

2.1 Name of the Ontario electricity distributor  in whose territory the attachment  is 
located; 

2.2 The structure to which the device is attached (i.e. electricity pole, street lighting 
pole, other pole, or structure other than a pole) – please specify; 

2.3 If on a pole, the location (i.e. communication space or top of pole); and 

2.4 Dimensions and weight of the attachment. 

 
Responses: 
 
To the knowledge of CANDAS, there are no attachments currently being used to operate any 
DAS network  in Ontario. The  following  responses pertain  to attachments  that are associated 
with the proposed Toronto DAS Network but are not operational at this time and could not be 
made operational unless and until fibre connectivity between these node attachments and an 
appropriate hub facility is established. 

2.1 THESL  and,  to  the  extent  that  it  is  deemed  to  be  an  electricity  distributor  by 
virtue of owning distribution assets, THESI. 

2.2 There are currently a total of 110 THESL poles to which DAS node equipment  is 
attached pursuant to the permits granted to DAScom (hereinafter referred to as 
“THESL Node Attachments”). 

2.3 None of the THESL Node Attachments involves pole‐top attachment. Each of the 
THESL Node Attachments consists of an antenna mounted on a cross arm that is 
affixed  to  the  pole  of  the  communications  space,  and  other  equipment 
enclosures (i.e., boxes) and cables,  including a remote radio unit and a back‐up 
battery power unit, all of which is affixed to the pole below the communications 
space.  Exhibit  D,  Drawing  4  of  4  (the  “Drawing”) which  is  included with  the 
written  evidence  of  Tormond  Larsen,  shows  the  locations  of  the  THESL Node 
Attachments on the poles. 

2.4 The dimensions and weight of the DAS attachments are set out in the Drawing. 
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Questions 

3. According  to  section  9.1  of  the  application,  the  pole  access  agreement with  Toronto 
Hydro Energy Services  Inc. (“THESI”) expired on December 31, 2010 and THESI advised 
DAScom  that  it would be  required  to  remove  all wireless  attachments  in  accordance 
with that agreement.   

3.1 Please indicate whether the agreement with THESI was renewed. 

3.2 Please  indicate  whether  THESI  is  presently  processing  any  of  the  wireless 
attachment applications filed prior to the expiration of the access agreement. 

3.3 Please provide the number of wireless attachments currently attached to THESI’s 
poles based on previously approved attachment permits. 

3.4 Please  provide  the  number  of  attachments  that  are  presently  being  used  to 
provide wireless service.  

3.5 Please indicate whether any wireless attachments have been removed as a result 
of  the  expiration  of  the  agreement.    If  yes,  please  provide  full  particulars 
including by whom the attachments were removed.  

 
Responses: 

3.1 THESI declined DAScom’s request to renew the agreement. 

3.2 No, they are not. 

3.3 None.  84  attachments  were  removed  after  the  expiration  of  the  Light  Pole 
Access Agreement. 

3.4 None.   

3.5 All 84 node attachments to THESI poles were removed after the expiration of the 
Light  Pole  Access  Agreement.    The  removal work was  carried  out  by  Gabe’s 
Canada, Inc. and their subcontractor, Entera Utilities Contractor Limited. 
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Questions 

4. Section 9.2 of the application states that “THESI’s refusal to renew the Light Pole Access 
Agreement suggests  that THESL will also  refuse  to  renew  the Distribution Pole Access 
Agreement when it expires.” 

4.1 Please  indicate whether the pole access agreement with THESL has expired?    If 
yes,  

4.1.1. on what date did expire? 

4.1.2. Please indicate whether the agreement with THESL has been renewed; 

4.1.3. Please  indicate  whether  THESL  is  presently  processing  any  of  the 
attachment  applications  filed  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  access 
agreements; and 

4.1.4. Please indicate whether any wireless attachments have been removed as 
a  result of  the expiration of  the  agreement.    If  yes, please provide  full 
particulars including by whom the attachments were removed.  

4.2 Please provide  the number wireless attachments currently attached  to THESL’s 
poles based on previously approved attachment permits. 

4.3 Please  provide  the  number  of  attachments  that  are  presently  being  used  to 
provide wireless service. 

 
Responses: 

4.1 The Distribution Access Agreement between DAScom and THESL has not expired.  
However,  in  light of THESI’s  refusal  to  renew  the Light Pole Access Agreement 
with DAScom and  the August 13, 3011  letter, DAScom and ExteNet are of  the 
view that when the Distribution Pole Access Agreement expires, THESI will refuse 
to renew  it and will require DAScom to remove the 84 nodes that have already 
been installed on THESL poles. 

4.1.1. Not Applicable. 

4.1.2. Not Applicable. 

4.1.3. Not Applicable. 

4.1.4. Not Applicable. 
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4.2 See Responses to Staff 2.1‐2.2 

4.3 None.   The Toronto DAS Network  is only partially  constructed, at  this point  in 
time, and is not operating.  
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Question 

5. Please confirm whether safety and engineering standards and the data required to be 
submitted in support of attachment applications was provided by THESL at the time the 
pole attachment applications were filed by CANDAS members. 

 
Response: 

Confirmed. 
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10154033_2|TorDocs 



EB‐2011‐0120 
CANDAS 

Responses to Interrogatories of Board Staff 
Filed: August 16, 2011 

Page 9 of 42 
 

Questions 

6. In its August 13, 2010 letter to the Ontario Energy Board, THESL listed some differences 
between wireline and wireless attachments.   

6.1 Please indicate whether you agree with the differences pointed out by THESL.  If 
you  disagree,  please  indicate why  you  disagree  and  provide  information  and 
documentation to support your position.     

 
Responses: 

6.1 Please see table below: 

   
THESL Assertion as to Differences 
Between Wireless & Wireline 

Attachments 
Reason for CANDAS’ Disagreement 

“as  a  category,  wireless 
communication  attachments  are 
distinctly  different  from  wireline 
attachments” 

It is not self‐evident that whatever distinctions may exist between 
wireline  and  wireless  attachments  amount  to  a  meaningful 
categorical  difference.  While  the  specific  configuration  and 
dimensions of wireless equipment and the fact that it includes one 
or more antennas may be distinctions, the principles of mechanical 
engineering  and  the  methods  used  to  attach  the  cables  and 
equipment to poles are not different in any meaningful way.  This 
is especially true when consideration is given to the facts that: (1)  
wireline  attachments  are  not  limited  to  cables,  but  also  involve 
other  equipment  such  as  amplifiers  and  power  supplies;  and  (2) 
wireline attachments (i.e., fibre and fibre management equipment  
are a significant component of DAS network deployments relative 
to the component comprising wireless attachments. 

“within  the  category  they  [wireless 
communication  attachments]  are 
highly  variable  in  size  and 
configuration” 

While there is some variability in the size and configuration of the 
antennas  and  equipment  enclosures  (i.e.,  boxes)  used  to  deploy 
wireless infrastructure on utility poles, the physical dimensions and 
weights  involved  tend  to  fall within a  reasonable  range  that  is of 
necessity  constrained  by  the  applicable  standards  and  practices 
that  apply  to  the  sizes  and  configurations  of  the  poles  to which 
these  items  are  attached  and  that  are not dramatically different 
than  the  physical  dimensions  and  weights  of  other  equipment 
attached to poles by the owners or by wireline attachers.  Further, 
the mechanical devices  for  affixing  the attachments  to  the poles 
tend  to be  the  same or  very  similar  in  size  and  configuration  to 
those  used  for  other  attachments.  Finally,  for  any  specific  DAS 
network deployment,  there  is  typically a very uniform equipment 
configuration so that the prototypical attachment can be reviewed 
and approved with any deviations handled on an exceptions basis. 
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THESL Assertion as to Differences 
Between Wireless & Wireline 

Attachments 
Reason for CANDAS’ Disagreement 

“They  [wireless  communication 
attachments]  consist  of  non‐
uniform  equipment  that  is 
essentially  self‐contained  and 
capable  of  being  supported 
elsewhere  than  on  utility  poles, 
much  as  rooftop  solar  panels  are, 
for example.” 

Wireless  attachments  are  not  inherently  “non‐uniform”.   On  the 
contrary, particularly with a DAS deployment of any size, there are 
many technical and economic reasons for   complete uniformity  in 
design  to  the  extent  possible  within  the  context  of  any  non‐
uniformity  in  the  configuration  of  the  poles  to  which  the 
attachments are  to be made.   Far  from being  self‐contained and 
similar to rooftop solar panels, wireless equipment of the kinds at 
issue here are small parts of an overall network and system that is 
very  complex.   Not  only must  they  be  physically  interconnected 
not only with the power grid, but also and more  importantly with 
the  wireless  carriers’  centralized  equipment  and  the  larger 
telecommunications  network,  they must  also  be  configured  and 
located  in such a way as  to provide seamless  radio coverage and 
sufficient  capacity  for  mobile  users  located  and  often  moving 
throughout  a  specified  geographic  area,  all  in  conjunction  with 
numerous adjacent “cells” or radio transceivers being used by the 
same wireless carrier. 

“When  mounted  on  utility  poles, 
wireless  attachments  typically 
occupy  a much  greater  portion  of 
communication  attachment  space 
than wireline attachments.” 

When antennas are mounted on the pole‐top as the case in many 
areas  in  the  United  States,  DAS  wireless  attachments  do  not 
occupy  any  greater  portion  of  the  communication  attachment 
space than any other wireline attachment unless  the coaxial riser 
running  from  the  radio  unit mounted  below  the  communication 
attachment  space  up  to  the  antenna  is  considered  to  occupy  a 
significant portion of the space.  When the antennas are mounted 
on cross‐arms affixed to the pole  in the communication space the 
portion  of  such  space  typically  occupied  by  the  wireless 
attachment  is  still not necessarily  greater  than  a  typical wireline 
attachment  if  one  considers  not  only  the  point  at  which  the 
wireline support strand is attached, but also the space allowed for 
clearance between cables.   Furthermore, mounting a cross‐arm  in 
the  communication  space  to  support  an  antenna  is  not 
incompatible  with  affixing  a  full  complement  of  wireline 
attachments in the allotted space. 
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THESL Assertion as to Differences 
Between Wireless & Wireline 

Attachments 
Reason for CANDAS’ Disagreement 

“wireless  attachments  require 
special  assessments  of  engineering 
design and as‐built construction.”  

It is not at all clear that the assessments of engineering design and 
as‐built  construction  required  for  wireless  attachments  are 
“special”  in any sense  that constitutes a meaningful difference  in 
comparison  with  wireline  attachments.    As  noted  above,  the 
mechanical  and  engineering  principles  and  standards  are  not  
different because some stationary equipment is wireless and other 
equipment  is not.    In  fact  it  is  arguable  that  the  assessments of 
wireline  attachments  are more  complex  given  the heavier  loads, 
the  involvement of many more poles and attachment points  in a 
wireline  run,  the  longer  distances  and  more  dynamic  forces 
involved  (sway,  wind  and  ice  loading,  etc.)  as  compared  with 
wireless  attachments  that  can  be  evaluated  and  inspected  on  a 
single pole at a single,  fixed  installation site.    In  fact, members of 
CANDAS  have  been  told  that  their DAS  node  attachment  permit 
applications  could  be  more  easily  processed  than  wireline 
attachment  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  same  electric 
distribution company. 

“the  presence  of  non‐uniform 
wireless communication equipment 
in  the  distribution  zone  or 
elsewhere on  the pole changes  the 
physical equipment configuration . . 
and could present safety hazards.” 

As  noted  above,  CANDAS  disagrees with  the  characterization  of 
wireless  communication  equipment  as  “non‐uniform”  in 
comparison with either wireline attachments or other equipment 
attachments  on  utility  poles.    There  is  a  certain  amount  of 
variability over time in all utility pole configurations due to changes 
in  technology  and  other  factors,  but with  design  and  permitting 
processes  that  are  compliant  with  applicable  safety  standards, 
together  with  proper  construction  and  inspection,  there  is  no 
reason, whatsoever, that wireless attachments should give rise to 
safety  concerns  that are any greater or different  than  those  that 
are unavoidably present as a matter of routine in the industry  This 
has  been  the  experience  of  DAS  providers  in  the  US  and  is  the 
conclusion reflected in the decision of the FCC in FCC Order 11‐50 
(April 7, 2011). 
 
At  no  time  in  their  dealings  with  THESL,  either  before  or  after 
entering  into  the Distribution  Pole Access Agreement,  did  THESL 
advise  the  members  of  CANDAS  of  any  concerns  about 
“incremental  safety  hazards”  allegedly  created  by  wireless 
attachments.  

“Wireless  communication 
attachments  outside  the 
distribution  zone  also  have  the 
potential  to  impede  safe  and 
efficient access to both distribution 
equipment  and  other  wireline 
attachments. . .”  

As noted above, while any attachment has the potential to impede 
access,  there  is  nothing  inherent  in  wireless  communication 
attachments that should make this potential meaningfully greater 
than  is  the  case  with  other  communications  and  non‐
communications attachments.    In  fact  it  is arguable  that pole‐top 
placement   of antennas has  the effect of  lessening  this potential 
when  compared  to  any  kind of attachment mounted on  a  cross‐
arm which could have a greater potential of impeding either a pole 
climber or a bucket truck. 
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THESL Assertion as to Differences 
Between Wireless & Wireline 

Attachments 
Reason for CANDAS’ Disagreement 

“the drilling of holes  through poles 
to mount wireless  communications 
attachments below  the distribution 
zone  incrementally  weakens  poles  
...” 

Wireless  communications attachments do not necessarily  require 
the  drilling  of  holes  through  poles  to  any  greater  extent  than  is 
required  for  affixing  other  attachments.    To  the  extent    that  
drilling  holes  through  poles  is  either  necessary  or  the  most 
desirable method  for  fixing attachments,  this  can be done  safely 
and,  in  fact,  is  regularly    done  safely  through  compliance  with 
engineering  standards and  construction practices  that have been 
developed and used over many decades. 

“although  wireless  communication 
equipment  (antennas,  power 
supplies,  etc.)  needs  to  be 
connected  to  low  voltage  power 
and  signal  cables,  that  equipment 
can  be  secured  and  connected  as 
necessary  in  a  wide  variety  of 
settings  other  than  utility  poles  ‐‐ 
buildings  and  rooftops,  for 
example.” 

It  is  simply  not  the  case  that  wireless  equipment  such  as  that 
designed  to be deployed  in  a DAS network  “can be  secured  and 
connected  as  necessary”  in  a wide  variety  of  setting  other  than 
utility poles.   Aside  from  the  technical unsuitability of alternative 
locations  such  as  those  cited  for  DAS  deployments  as 
demonstrated  in  the Written  Evidence  of  Larsen, O’Shaughnessy 
and  Lemay,  there  are many  areas  in which  such  alternatives  are 
effectively  non‐existent. Moreover,  even  if  they were  otherwise 
feasible  alternatives,  most  such  settings  do  not  come  with  the  
access to integrated fibre network connectivity that is an essential 
component of a DAS system and bringing  fibre  to  these  locations 
would  be  both  cost‐prohibitive  and  unnecessarily  disruptive  and 
wasteful. 

“multiple viable market alternatives 
for  hosting  wireless  attachments 
exist and are being used today.” 

This  statement  is  based  on  the  false  premise  that  all  wireless 
technologies and  services are  substantially  identical  in all  respect 
and under all circumstances.  As discussed in the Written Evidence 
of  Larsen,  O’Shaughnessy  and  Lemay,  prevailing  trends  in  the 
wireless  industry,  the  limited  availability  of  radio  frequency 
spectrum  and  the  particular  characteristics  and  benefits  of  DAS 
networks, means that they are becoming increasingly important as 
a method  of  delivering wireless  services  to meet  the  needs  and 
demands  of  all  citizens  at    a  reasonable  cost  and with  the  least 
impact  on  the  urban  environment.    The  same  could  be  said  of 
other wireless telecommunications technologies that cover smaller 
areas with    lower power,  lower elevation transmission equipment 
that is closer to the end user, e.g., microcells.  In fact, for outdoor 
deployments,  poles  in  the  public  rights  of way  or  existing  utility 
easements, whether utility poles,  streetlight poles or  traffic  light 
standards, are  currently  for all practical purposes  the only  viable 
alternative for hosting such wireless attachments. 
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Questions 

7. Section 2.7 of the application states that “at least one other large electricity distributor 
in Ontario appears to be following THESL’s  lead by adopting a ‘no wireless policy’” and 
that  “certain other distributors are not prepared  to offer pole access agreements  for 
wireless attachments at this time.”  

7.1 Please  identify  the  other  distributor(s)  that  have  adopted  the  “no  wireless” 
policy. 

7.2 Please  identify  the  distributors  that  are  presently  not  prepared  to  offer  pole 
access agreements for wireless attachments. 

7.3 Please  provide  evidence  that  would  demonstrate  that  those  distributors  are 
unwilling  to attach wireless equipment  to  their poles and/or unwilling  to offer 
pole access agreements for wireless attachments. 

7.4 If attachment applications have been made to those distributors, please provide 
information on the status of these applications including: 

7.4.1. whether any permits have been granted; 

7.4.2. whether  any  reasons  have  been  given  for  not  offering  pole  access 
agreements and if so, please state those reasons.   

 
Responses: 
 

7.1‐7.2  Since  August  of  2010,  ExteNet,  acting  on  behalf  of  and  in  conjunction  with 
DAScom, has contacted a total of six electricity distributors in Ontario regarding 
attachment  of  DAS  equipment  to  power  poles.    Veridian  Corporation 
(“Veridian”),  PowerStream,  Inc.  (“PowerStream”)  and  Newmarket  Hydro 
(“Newmarket”)  indicated that they would not allow antennas to be attached to 
their distribution poles. Oakville Hydro  (“Oakville”) and Oshawa PUC Networks 
Inc.    (“Oshawa”) refused to provide DAScom with copies of their standard pole 
access  agreements  until  such  time  as  DAScom  submitted  certain  information 
and/or  could  demonstrate  that  it  had  entered  into  a  municipal  access 
agreements. Finally, Enersource Corporation  (“Enersource”) did not  respond  to 
enquiries regarding wireless attachments. 

Given the responses of these utilities and  in  light of the August 13, 2011  letter 
and the refusal of THESI to renew the Light Pole Access Agreement, DAScom and 
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ExteNet have put their efforts to construct DAS networks in Ontario on hold and 
have,  accordingly,  not  pursued  these  Ontario  distributors  or  approached  any 
others.  

7.3 ●  Veridian:  Email  correspondence  to  and  from  Veridian  regarding 
Veridian’s “strict no antenna attachment policy”.   See Schedule Staff 7.3‐
1. 

 
●  PowerStream:    PowerStream  representative,  Cheryl  Goul,  advised 

verbally,  in multiple  conversations  (including  on  or  about  October  12, 
2010),  that PowerStream would not permit antenna attachments on  its 
poles. 

 
●  Newmarket Hydro: In a telephone call on or about November 30, 2010, a 

Newmarket  representative,  Len  McDonald,  advised  that  Newmarket 
would not permit antenna attachments on its poles.  

 
●  Oshawa: Oshawa refused to provide a form of attachment agreement.  In 

an email dated February 22, 2011, Oshawa’s representative, Eric Andres, 
stated  that  Oshawa  PUC  would  not  provide  a  form  of  attachment 
agreement until DAScom  submitted an  “application package/request  to 
attach” as well as proof of a municipal access agreement with the City of 
Oshawa. See Schedule Staff 7.3‐2. 

 
●  Oakville: Oakville  refused  to provide  a  form of  attachment  agreement. 

Oakville Hydro did not respond to numerous phone calls and voicemails, 
over a 6‐7 week period requesting information. When contact was finally 
made  on  or  about  October  26,  2010,  Oakville  representative,  Daniel 
Steel,  stated  that  Oakville  would  not  provide  a  form  of  attachment 
agreement without evidence of a municipal access agreement with  the 
City of Oakville. 

 
• Enersource:  After  difficulty  making  contact  with  Enersource  between 

August and October of 2010, ExteNet  immediately provided equipment 
information requested by Enersource on October 27, 2010. Subsequently, 
Enersource  failed  to  respond  to  repeated  attempts  to  make  contact 
through  January 2011 and no determination as  to wireless attachments 
was ever reached. 

7.4 No attachment applications have been made to any Ontario electric distributor 
other than THESL. 
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7.4.1. Not applicable. 

7.4.2. See the responses to Staff 7.1‐7.3. 
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Questions 

8. Please provide copies of  the pole access agreements with THESL and THESI.    If  this  is 
considered confidential, a request  for confidential  treatment of  these documents may 
be made and will be subject to the Board’s Practice Directions on Confidentiality. 

 
Responses: 

DAScom  is bound by  the confidentiality provisions of  the pole access agreements and 
ExteNet is bound by a separate non‐disclosure agreement. It is waiting for a response to 
its  letter  of August  11,  2011  to  THESL  and  THESI  notifying  them  of  the Board  Staff’s 
request that the agreements be produced. A copy of this letter is attached as Schedule 
Staff 8.1‐1. 
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Questions 

9. Section  5.8  of  the  application  states  that  there  are  two  DAS  networks  currently 
operating in Montreal.    Please provide details of these networks including: 

9.1 Total number of attachments to the electricity distribution poles. 

9.2 Total number of attachments to the streetlight poles. 

9.3 Specific location of the attachments on the poles (i.e. within the communications 
space or other parts of the pole). 

9.4 Are  other  structures  currently  being  used  or  contemplated  to  be  used  to 
accommodate the wireless equipment necessary for operating the DAS networks 
as  an  alternative  to  utility  poles?    If  yes,  please  provide  the  following 
information: 

9.4.1. list the alternative structures; 

9.4.2. what arrangements are in place or need to be in place for the use; and 

9.4.3.  reasons for the use. 

9.5 A  description  of  the  process  for  applying  and  gaining  access  to  electricity 
distribution poles.   

9.6 Information on whether any concerns  relating  to safety hazards or operational 
issues  were  raised  by  the  utilities  in  relation  to  attachments  of  wireless 
equipment to their poles.    

9.7 A  detailed  description  of  the  pole  access  agreements  entered  into  for  the 
establishment  of  the  DAS  network  including whether  they were  reviewed  or 
approved by a regulatory agency and/or contain standard terms and conditions. 

9.8 The  rate  that applies  to DAS network attachments per pole or per attachment 
and the rate that applies to wireline attachments broken down by distributor. 

 
Responses:   

CANDAS  does  not  possess  information  about  the  Videotron Montreal  DAS  network 
beyond  that  which  is  published  and  summarized  in  section  4  of  Johanne  Lemay’s 
Written Evidence. Accordingly, the following responses relate only to the Montreal DAS 
network designed by ExteNet (“Montreal DAS Network”). This network  is only partially 
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completed  and  in  operation  in  connection with  the  provision  of wireless  services  by 
Public Mobile Inc. 

9.1 The Montreal  DAS  Network  currently  comprises  DAS  node  attachments  on  a 
total of 261 power poles and third party fibre optic cable attachments in excess 
of  several  thousand.  The Montreal DAS Network  has  undergone  some  design 
revisions.  Completion of the Network is expected to involve addition DAS node 
attachments to power poles, the number of which has not yet been determined. 

9.2 The Montreal DAS Network in its current state of construction includes DAS node 
attachments  to a  total of 54 city‐owned poles,  including street  light and  traffic 
light  standards.  The  design  revisions  referred  to  in  Staff  9.1  will  result  in 
additional DAS  node  attachments  to  a  total  of  approximately  264  city‐owned 
poles. 

9.3 As  currently  designed  and  as  constructed  to  date,  all  of  the  fibre  optic  cable 
attachments to power poles that are associated with the Montreal DAS Network 
are affixed  in  the communications space on  the poles. Similarly,  the DAS node 
attachments to power poles are affixed in the same locations and in substantially 
the  same manner as  is described  in Staff 2.3 with  respect  to  the Toronto DAS 
Network. 

9.4 No. 

9.4.1. Not applicable. 

9.4.2. Not applicable. 

9.4.3. Not applicable. 

9.5 The access process  involves a written  request, on a prescribed  form,  to Hydro 
Québec along with the submission of supporting technical documentation. Hydro 
Québec must  respond within  18‐33  days,  depending  on  the  number  of  poles 
covered by the request. If Hydro Québec rejects the request, it must indicate the 
reason  for  its decision.    If Hydro Québec  fails to respond to the request within 
the  time period,  the request  is deemed  to have been accepted and DAScom  is 
permitted to commence  installation of the attachments  in accordance with the 
applicable standards.  

9.6 Hydro Québec has never raised any safety or operational concerns or issues that 
are  specific or unique  to  the  attachments of DAS  equipment on power poles.  
Issues that  it has raised have been  limited to the usual concerns that arise with 
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respect  to  attachments  comprising a new equipment  configuration.   All  issues 
have been resolved to the satisfaction of Hydro Québec. 

9.7 DAScom  and  Hydro  Québec  entered  into  two  separate  pole  attachment 
agreements  for equipment/fibre and antennas, respectively. These agreements 
reflect  standard  forms  provided  by  Hydro  Québec,  with  some  limited 
modifications negotiated by the parties.  

CANDAS can not confirm if the Hydro Québec standard form of pole attachment 
agreement  was  reviewed  or  approved  by  any  regulatory  or  governmental 
agency. We note that the Régie de l’énergie (Québec) does not have oversight of 
the  use  of,  or  jurisdiction  over,  Hydro‐Québec’s  utility  poles  and  attachment 
agreements. The  jurisdiction over  the use of utility poles has  specifically been 
granted  to  the  Commission  municipale  du  Québec,  pursuant  to  the  Act 
respecting certain public utility  installation, L.R.Q., c. I 13 (the “Act”). Under the 
Act, the Commission municipale du Québec, acting as an administrative tribunal, 
may order  the  sharing of  the utilization of  a public utility  installation,  such  as 
utility  poles,  if  need  be.  The  Act  does  not  provide  for  the  approval,  by  the 
Québec  government,  of  agreements  for  the  use  of  poles  for  third  party 
attachments.  

9.8 Hydro Québec’s attachment rates are stipulated in documents that, by the terms 
of the applicable agreements, are confidential with no exception for production 
in regulatory or judicial proceedings.  In any event, CANDAS would also note that 
neither  it, nor any other party,  is requesting that the Board,  in this proceeding, 
review  and  vary  the  current  Board‐approved  attachment  rate.    Accordingly, 
information regarding attachment rates in other jurisdictions is not relevant. 
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Questions 

10. Please  provide  examples  of  pole  access  agreements  entered  into  by  members  of 
CANDAS where the terms and conditions governing attachments have been determined 
by a regulatory agency. 

 
Responses: 

CANDAS has no examples of pole access agreements entered into by is members where 
all  of  the  terms  and  conditions  governing  attachments  have  been  determined  by  a 
regulatory agency.  

The pole access agreements that ExteNet Systems  is party to  in the United States pre‐
date  FCC  Order  11‐50  (see  Application,  Tab  22),  which  Order  prescribes  terms  and 
conditions  of  access. Going  forward,  ExteNet  Systems  anticipates  that  in  jurisdictions 
subject to the FCC Order (and in other jurisdictions where the state regulators follow the 
lead of the FCC) existing and new attachment agreements will conform to the terms and 
conditions reflected in the FCC Order. 
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Questions 

11.  Please provide examples of  jurisdictions where  the DAS networks has been deployed 
and expanded with minimal incremental construction. 

 
Responses: 

Almost without exception, the installation of the fibre optic cabling component of a DAS 
network comprises the greatest portion of the construction work, in terms of cost, time 
and  geographic  areas  affected  (including  the  numbers  of  utility  poles  to  which 
attachments must be made and/or  the  lengths of underground  conduit  that must be 
installed).  Because the incremental cost of installing higher capacity fibre optic cables is 
small,  relative  to  the  base  installation  cost  of  installing  fibre  optic  cables  in  the  first 
place,  the  fibre  optic  cable  components  of  DAS  networks  are  designed  to  include 
sufficient capacity to accommodate  increases  in demand, both  in terms of the number 
of  connected  node  sites  and  the  number  of  wireless  carriers  using  the  network.  
Accordingly,  once  a  DAS  network  is  constructed,  the  only  incremental  construction 
required to expand the fibre component of the network is the extension of the fibre into 
new geographic areas, beyond the area covered by the original network design  (i.e., a 
“build out”). 

The incremental construction at node sites that may be required for expansions of DAS 
network capacity varies, depending on the initial equipment configuration, the numbers 
of wireless carriers using the network and the numbers and types of technologies and 
frequencies they are deploying.   Accordingly, the  incremental construction required to 
expand network capacity could include: (i) adding to or replacing components in existing 
equipment enclosures already affixed  to  the poles;  (ii) adding or  replacing equipment 
enclosures;  (iii)  adding  antennas;  and  (iv)  constructing  new  node  sites  on  additional 
poles at locations served by the existing or expanded fibre deployment.  The numbers of 
poles  that would  be  affected  by  any  of  these  activities  is  small,  relative  to  the  total 
number of poles in the original DAS network deployment.  

ExteNet Systems and its operating subsidiaries in the U.S. have deployed and expanded 
outdoor  DAS  networks  for  additional  and  existing  wireless  carrier  customers  in  a 
number of jurisdictions including: Rancho Santa Fe, California; Grosse Pointes, Michigan; 
Brookline, Massachusetts; and Houston, Texas. 
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Questions 

12. Section 3.12 of the Application states:   

The  Board’s  reasons  for  accepting  the  settlement  of  Issue  2  are 
articulated in the following passages: On this issue, the parties are 
in agreement.  In the Settlement Agreement of October 19, 2004, 
all  parties  agreed  that  if  the  Board  does  set  access  conditions, 
these conditions  should apply  to access…by all Canadian Carriers 
as defined in the Telecommunications Act and cable companies. 

12.1 Please  provide  the  names  of  “the  Canadian  carriers  as  defined  in  the 
Telecommunications  Act  and  cable  companies”  that  were  employing  pole 
mounted wireless antennas with similar weight and shape to DAS antennas prior 
to issuance of the CCTA order by the Board on March 7 2005.  

 
Responses: 

12.1 Although CANDAS does not have  the requested  information with respect  to all 
Canadian  carriers  who  may  have  been  employing  pole  mounted  wireless 
antennas  around  the  time of  the CCTA Proceeding, CANDAS understands  that 
Toronto Hydro Telecom  Inc. was attaching WiFi equipment,  including antennas, 
THESL poles in that time period. 
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Questions 

13. Sections 3.12 of  the Application states: “The LDCs also confirmed  that all users of  the 
communications space should pay the same charge.”   Sections 3.14 of the Application 
states:  “The  Board  ultimately  decided  the  pole  charge  issue  in  a  way  that  did  not 
distinguish among various types of attachments.” 

13.1 Is it your understanding that all communications attachments at the time of the 
CCTA Order were wireline attachments?   

13.2 Is  it  your  understanding  that  all wireline  attachments  fit within  the  two‐foot 
communications allowance on a typical pole? 

13.3 To your knowledge what is the relationship between the space requirement of a 
typical wireline attachment and the DAS antenna equipment on a pole? 

13.4 To  your  knowledge, what  is  the  relationship  between  the weight  of  a  typical 
wireline attachment and the weight of the DAS antenna equipment?  

 
Responses: 

13.1 No.  See response to Staff 12.1.  

13.2 No.  All  wireline  attachments  on  power  poles  do  not  fit  within  the 
communications space on a typical pole.   Although the wireline components of 
cable TV and other wireline telecommunication deployments are affixed to poles 
at  points  within  the  communications  space,  the  associated  equipment 
enclosures that house amplifiers and power supplies are typically of a size that 
require that they be affixed at points below the allocated communications space.   

Schedule Staff 13.2‐1  is a photograph of a pole  in Toronto  showing a wireline 
deployment including a back‐up power unit.  See also response to THESL 45(a).  

13.3 – 13.4  

These  questions  ask  for  comparisons  between  DAS  pole  attachments  and 
wireline  pole  attachments.    To  properly  appreciate  the  limited  differences 
between the two, it is necessary to appreciate the many ways in which these two 
types of attachments are similar.  
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Both  DAS  and  wireline  deployments  include  a  fibre  component.  The  fibre 
component of a DAS installation is attached to poles in the same way as the fibre 
component of a cable TV or other wireline telecommunications attachment.  

Both DAS and wireline communications installations also require the attachment 
of  equipment  enclosures  that  house  electronic  gear  such  as  amplifiers  and 
power  supply  units.  The  equipment  enclosures  on DAS  deployments  are  very 
similar to the equipment enclosures on wireline installations, although the latter 
may be larger than the former. 

DAS  deployments  also  require  the  installation  of  antennas  on  the  node  site 
poles.  A  wireline  communications  installation  does  not  typically  require  the 
installation of antennas on poles. The preferred location for a DAS antenna is on 
top  of  the  pole  but  it  can  also  be  installed  on  a  side‐arm  affixed  to  the  pole 
within  the  communication  space.  Antenna  in  the  Toronto  DAS  Network  are 
attached  to  the  THESL  poles  using  a  side‐arm.  The  size  of  the  antenna 
component is similar to the size of wireline fibre splice enclosures. 

The  table  below  compares  the  weight  and  space  requirements  of  a  DAS 
deployment and a wireline deployment. 
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DAS vs. Wireline Network Components  
 

Attachment  DAS   Wireline  
fibre  same weight as wireline; 

attached within 
communications space  

same weight as DAS; 
attached within 
communications space  

equipment 
enclosures 

●  remote radio unit boxes 
weigh approximately 22.2 
Kg 

 
●  Dimensions of cabinet (H x 

W x D): 50 cm X 32 cm X 
17.2 cm 

 
●  Weight of back‐up battery 

unit: ranges between 26.8 
kg (what is found in 
Toronto) to >100 kg, 
depending on the type and 
if significant battery back‐up 
is required 

 
●  Dimensions of back‐up 

battery cabinet: 15.1 cm x 
9.8 cm x 9.75 cm 

 

●  T1 or cable TV amplifiers 
varies in size and weight 
based on the 
manufacturer. Weight 
ranges from a few kg and 
upwards to 45kg  

 
●  Example of dimensions 

range from 23.0cm x 
16.5cm x 8.2 cm to 71 cm 
x 27 cm x 33cm 
(Coolmaster T1 
Repeaters) 

 
●  Back up battery units 

varies but Alpha 
Technologies is widely 
used. Their units, with 4 
batteries, weigh 186kg  

 
●  Dimensions of battery 

back up unit cabinet: 
114.3cm x 91.4cm x 
81.2cm 

antenna  12‐24 kg, depending on the 
type of antenna 

N/A 
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Questions 

14.  Section 5.3 of the Application states: 

Optimal  and  effective  design  and  deployment  of  DAS  networks 
require  that  node  antennas  be  attached  at  elevations  that 
correspond roughly to the heights of utility and street  light poles 
(9‐14 metres), as opposed to higher elevations of towers and the 
roof tops of multi‐story buildings (greater than 15 metres). 

14.1 Considering the optimal  installation height of 9 metres to 14 metres,  it appears 
exterior building walls  in the downtown core may also offer the optimal height 
for  installation of DAS antennas.   Have you conducted any studies  to establish 
the  technical  feasibility of  installing  the  antennas on exterior building walls  at 
appropriate heights? If so, please provide the results.  If not, please explain why 
not. 

 
Responses: 

14.1 ExteNet has not conducted any formal studies in this regard, but in the course of 
designing and implementing outdoor DAS networks, it has considered the use of 
exterior  building  walls  and  found  this  not  to  be  a  feasible  solution  for  the 
following reasons: 

 
●  Extensive  use  of  node  antenna  mountings  on  exterior  building  walls 

requires  a  significantly  higher  number  of  node  sites  because  the 
propagation  of  radio  frequency  (“RF”) waves  is  adversely  and  severely 
affected by the close proximity to the wall. Poles located at intersections 
provide  good  RF  propagation  along  roadways  in  several  directions  (i.e. 
north‐south  &  east‐west).  There  are  more  obstructions  to  the  RF 
propagation  in  respect  of  installations  on  exterior walls.    This  in  turn, 
impairs the quality of service. 

 
●  In many  areas  there  simply  are  no  building wall  locations  suitable  for 

achieving the RF propagation characteristics required for a DAS Network. 
Where  such  locations  do  exist,  property  owners may  be  unwilling  to 
make them available. 

 
●  Even where building wall locations are available, the lack of uniformity in 

such  structures  present  complex  engineering,  design  and  construction 
challenges. 
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●  Where DAS antenna are affixed to building walls, the fibre component of 

the  DAS  network  would  have  to  be  extended  to  connect  the  fibre 
suspended  from poles  to each DAS node  location on each building wall 
location.    The  cost  and  time  to  make  these  connections  would  be 
considerable. 

 
●  The negotiation of agreements with multiple property owners for highly 

variable installations would be a complex and lengthy process. 
 
●  The  close proximity  to occupied  spaces within buildings  at  the optimal 

elevation could present significant challenges with respect to compliance 
with laws and regulations limiting RF emissions exposure. 

 
●  Timely  maintenance  and  repair  of  node  equipment  located  in  non‐

uniform spaces, within privately owned buildings, would be difficult. 
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Questions 

15. Section 5.5 of the Application states:  

Traditional  cellular  telephone  network  technology  relies  on 
“Macro Cell Sites,” comprising  large antenna arrays mounted on 
tall  communication  towers  or  on  building  tops.  These  sites 
transmit high powered radio signals over large areas. Especially in 
urban  settings,  these  large, wireless  installations:  (i) are  typically 
more  obtrusive;  (ii)  often  provide  incomplete  coverage  in  areas 
around tall buildings which block radio signals; (iii) are less flexible 
in areas where capacity requirements may be changing; 

15.1 In relation to the  large antennas employed on Macro Cell Sites,  is  it true that a 
DAS antenna serves relatively smaller area and  to cover an equal area, greater 
number  of  DAS  antennas  are  required  in  relation  to  the  number  of  required 
Macro Cell Site antennas?   

 
Responses: 

15.1 Yes.  
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Questions 

16. On a pole where there are already 2 or 3 existing communications attachments installed 
and occupy most of  the allocated 2’ communication space, how will  the DAS antenna 
bracket be installed within the communication attachment space without disturbing the 
existing attachments? Please provide drawings showing installation of the DAS antenna 
under such conditions?   

 
Responses: 

In designing a DAS network, efforts are made to select poles that require minimal “make 
ready” work such as the rearrangement of existing attachments in the communications 
space.   Where  it  is  necessary  to  attach  antenna  supports within  the  communication 
space, brackets and side‐arms are designed and  installed  in such a way as to fit on the 
pole  between  the  points  at  which  the  wireline  attachments  are  affixed,  without 
disturbing or limiting the number of pre‐existing attachments.  See Written Evidence of 
Tormod Larsen, Exhibit B, sheets 2 and 3 of 14. 
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Questions 

17. Even  when  it  is  possible  to  install  bracket  of  DAS  antenna  within  the  allocated 
communication  space,  based  on  the  dimensions  of  the  antenna  provided  by  the 
applicant,  will  the  antenna  not  protrude  into  the  allocated  safety  clearance  space 
between power  lines and communication  lines?    If  the answer  to  this question  is yes, 
please  comment  as  to whether  installation  of  DAS  antennas will  or may  impair  the 
operational efficiency and present incremental safety hazards to workers.  

 
Responses: 

No. DAS node antenna  installations, whether affixed  to a pole  in  the communications 
space or on the pole top above the power zone, are designed in a manner that does not 
involve  intrusion  into safety clearance spaces. Put simply, mounting an antenna some 
distance  from  the  pole  on  an  extension  arm  affixed  in  the  communications  space 
increases the distance between the top of the antenna and the power lines. 
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Questions 

18. If a DAS antenna  is attached outside of the allocated communication space,  i.e. at the 
pole  top,  as  shown  in  the  photographs  included  in  the  application,  how  will  the 
contractor’s  staff, who may  not  be  authorized  to  carry  out  live  line work  on  THESL 
distribution  system,  be  able  to  install  the  antenna  without  obtaining  a  power  shut 
down? 

 
Responses: 

See reply to THESL 20. 
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Questions 

19. Please provide typical installation drawings, showing the number and diameter of holes 
required to be drilled in a pole for mounting of DAS antennas and accessories on a pole.   

 
Responses: 

The requested drawings will be provided as soon as possible. 
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Questions 

20. Section 10.11 of the Application states:  

As  is  set out below,  there  is no question  that THESL’s  refusal  to 
permit  wireless  attachments  discriminates  unjustly.  Access  is 
granted to cable attachers. Access is granted to wireline attachers, 
but  not  to  wireless  attachers.  And,  access  is  granted  to  some 
wireless attachers, but not DAScom.   

20.1 Please  identify  the  wireless  attachers  (other  than  DAScom)  that  THESL  has 
granted access. 

20.2 Please provide a description of such attachments as to size, weight and location 
on THESL’s pole and a comparison with DAScom’s attachments  in each of these 
respects. 

 
Responses: 

20.1 Please refer  to  the Application, sections 10.21‐10.22,  for  information regarding 
wireless attachments to THESL poles.  See also the response to Staff 12.1. 

20.2 CANDAS  does  not  have  the  information  requested.    Presumably,  THESL  can 
provide the information. 
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Questions 

21. During the term of the contracts with THESL and THESI, was DAScom ever requested by 
THESL or THESI to remove an attachment for any reason?  If so,  

21.1 Please describe the procedure of notification and timing that was followed?   

21.2 How many times did this occur?  

21.3 Were reasons given, and if so, please provide those reasons. 

21.4 Were the attachments removed?  If so, by what party and within what timeline.  

 
Responses: 

21.1 To  CANDAS’  knowledge,  THESL  has  not  requested  that  DAScom  remove  an 
attachment during the term of the relevant pole access agreement.  

To  CANDAS’  knowledge,  THESI  has  not  requested  that  DAScom  remove  an 
attachment during the term of the relevant pole access agreement.  THESI gave 
notice  of  non‐renewal  of  the  Light  Pole  Access  Agreement  during  the  term 
thereof  and  demanded  that  attachments  be  removed  from  THESI  poles, 
following expiration of the agreement.  See response to Staff 3. 

21.2 Not Applicable. 

21.3 Not Applicable. 

21.4 Not Applicable. 
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Questions 

22. Is  CANDAS,  Dascom  or  ExteNet  aware  whether  any  Canadian  jurisdiction  or  any 
Canadian electric utility permits attachment of wireless devices to the tops of poles?  If 
so,  please  provide  the names  of  such  jurisdictions  and/or  utilities,  and  copies  of  any 
studies  or  documentation  supporting  the  decision  of  the  jurisdictional  authorities  or 
utilities to do so. 

 
Responses: 

CANDAS  and  its members  are  not  aware  whether  any  Canadian  jurisdiction  or  any 
Canadian electric utility permits attachment of wireless devices to the tops of poles. 
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Questions 

23. George Vinyard’s Evidence, page 4:   

ExteNet  Systems’ experience  in arranging  for attachment of DAS 
network  facilities  in  the  United  States  is  extensive.  Directly  or 
through  its  operating  subsidiaries,  ExteNet  Systems  has  entered 
into  approximately  80  attachment  agreements  with  over  35 
utilities, most of which  involve attachment to power poles. Many 
of these arrangements in respect of attachments of antennas and 
related  equipment,  including  radio  units. Negotiations with  over 
20 other utilities are currently ongoing in connection with over 30 
new attachment agreements. 

23.1 For each of these agreements or utilities as appropriate, please indicate: 

23.1.1. whether  the utility permits pole‐top attachments, with medium voltage 
power lines attached at a level below the DAS antenna; 

23.1.2. the rates in effect for wireless attachments and wireline attachments; 

23.1.3. the  average  charge  paid  by  ExteNet  Systems  to  the  utility  for  “make 
ready” work on a pole; 

23.1.4. in  case  of  pole  top  installations  installed  above  the  medium  voltage 
power  lines, please  indicate whether  the  antennas  are  installed by  the 
power company’s staff or by contractors; and 

23.1.5. if  installed by contractors, under what circumstances a power outage  is 
required during installation of the antennas?  
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Responses: 

23.1.1. The table below provides the information requested.* 

 
Type of Utility   Total # of 

Attachment 
Agreements 

# of Attachment 
Agreements 

Allowing Antenna 
on Pole Top 

# of Attachment 
Agreements in 

States Governed by 
FCC Pole 

Attachment 
Regulations 

ELECTRIC UTILITIES       
Wireline Only  16  N/A  7 
Wireless Only   15  6  6 
Combined  Wireline  and 
Wireless 

9  6  3 

Conduit Only   3  N/A  1 
Subtotal Electric Utilities  43  12  17 

TELEPHONE COMPANIES       
Wireline Only  9  N/A  0 
Wireless Only  6  1  0 
Combined  Wireline  and 
Wireless 

11  2  8 

Conduit Only   7  N/A  3 
Subtotal Telephone Companies  33  3  11 
JOINT POLE ASSOCIATIONS       

Combined  Wireline  and 
Wireless 

2  2  0 

Grand Total:    78  17  28 
 

*It should be noted that the agreements referred to in the table above pre‐date 
FCC Order 11‐50.  

23.1.2. Neither  CANDAS  nor  any  other  party  is  requesting,  in  this  proceeding, 
that  the  Board  vary  the  current  pole  access  rate.    Accordingly,  the 
information  requested  is  not  relevant  to  the  issues  raised  by  the 
Application. 

23.1.3. Neither  CANDAS  nor  any  other  party  is  requesting,  in  this  proceeding, 
that  the  Board  vary  the  current  pole  access  rate.    Accordingly,  the 
information  requested  is  not  relevant  to  the  issues  raised  by  the 
Application. 
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23.1.4. Where  antennas  are  installed  on  pole  tops  above  the medium  voltage 
power  lines,  the  work  is  carried  out  by  utility  staff  or  by  third  party 
contractors, qualified and approved by the utility to do such work. 

23.1.5. When pole  top antenna  installations are carried out by contractors,  the 
circumstances  under  which  a  power  outage may  be  required  are  the 
same  as  they would  be where  the  installation  is  carried  out  by  utility 
staff.  It  has  been  the  experience  of  ExteNet  Systems  that  pole‐top 
antenna  installations  are  regularly  and  safely  carried  out  by  qualified 
workers without requiring power outages affecting electric customers. 
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Questions 

24. George Vinyard’s Evidence, page 4 

In  the  course  of  its  dealings with  various  electricity  distribution 
companies in the United States, ExteNet Systems has encountered 
and  had  occasion  to  deal  with many  legal  and  practical  issues 
related  to both wireline and wireless attachments  to distribution 
poles. Moreover, ExteNet Systems has actively participated in FCC 
and  state  utility  commission  proceedings  related  to  pole 
attachment terms and conditions. 
 

24.1 Given ExteNet Systems’ knowledge of existence of legal and practical issues and 
of the  fact that electric utilities are subject to regulation of their activities with 
regard to pole attachments, please outline the steps taken by ExteNet, DAScom, 
or  CANDAS  as  applicable,  to  satisfy  itself  as  to  the  policy  and  practice  of  the 
Board,  and/or  of  Ontario  electricity  distributors,  with  regard  to 
telecommunications attachments,  in advance of committing  to  the capital cost 
of its installations in Toronto? 

 
Responses: 

24.1 DAScom  and  ExteNet  took  the  following  steps  prior  to  committing  significant 
investment in the Toronto DAS network:   

 
• In  October,  2008,  DAScom  first  approached  THESL  in  connection with 

pole  access  for  attaching wireline  and wireless  infrastructure  to  utility 
structures.   THESL advised  that  it would be prepared  to permit wireless 
attachments  on  its  poles  and  forwarded  its  standard  attachment  to 
DAScom, specifying access rate of $22.35 (Application, Tabs 12 and 13). 

 
• Over  several  months  in  2009,  prior  to  entering  into  any  pole  access 

agreements,  DAScom  and  ExteNet  communicated  and  met  with 
representatives of THESL and THESI regarding the overall scope and also 
the  technical  and  operational  details  of  the  proposed  Toronto  DAS 
Network.    During  this  time, DAScom  and  ExteNet  provided  THESL  and 
THESI  with  detailed  drawings  and  photographs  of  the  proposed  node 
installations. Subsequently, they constructed a full‐sized prototype of the 
proposed node  installation on a utility pole at DAScom’s Toronto office 
parking lot in order to assist THESL and THESI personnel in understanding 
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how the DAS equipment assembly would co‐exist with other attachments 
on a utility pole.  Representatives of both THESL and THESI inspected the 
prototype  and  indicated  that  they  had  no  objections  or  suggested 
changes.   A  photograph  of  this  prototype  is  included  as  Tab  14  of  the 
Application.  

 
• On July 20, 2009 representatives of ExteNet and Public Mobile met with 

Mr.  David  O’Brien,  the  then  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer  of 
THESL,  to  discuss  the  Toronto  DAS  Network  project,  including  Public 
Mobile’s new wireless network. Mr. O’Brien expressed his support for the 
new wireless network.  See response to THESL 15, Schedule 15.1. 

 
• Subsequently,  DAScom  entered  into  the  Distribution  Pole  Access 

Agreement with THESL, effective August 1, 2009.   

Notwithstanding  the  response  above,  the extent of CANDAS’ due diligence on 
this issue is not relevant to the issues raised by the Application. The members of 
CANDAS were entitled to rely on the CCTA Order which unambiguously obliges 
electricity distributors  to provide pole access  to all  “Canadian  carriers” as  that 
term is defined in the Telecommunications Act. Both DAScom and Public Mobile 
are “Canadian carriers” with the meaning of the Act. 
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Questions 

25. Section 6.3(a) of the Application: Agreement with City of Toronto 

25.1 Please  describe  the  process  by  which  DAScom  provided  the  technical 
specifications and physical descriptions of  its proposed pole attachments to the 
City of Toronto in negotiating the Access Agreement. 

25.2 Please provide a  copy of any  technical  specifications and physical descriptions 
that were provided to the City of Toronto.   

25.3 To CANDAS’ knowledge, did the City of Toronto consult with THESL or THESI as to 
the  technical  issues associated with  the proposed attachments before entering 
into the agreement?   

 
Responses: 

25.1 It  is  somewhat unclear by what  is meant or  intended by  the  reference  to  the 
“process”  in  question  25.1.  However,  the  following  are  the  steps  taken  by 
DAScom  and  the  City  of  Toronto  regarding  specifications  related  to  an MAA. 
DAScom submitted a “preliminary” application package  to city of Toronto staff 
on May  20,  2009.  The  preliminary  application  became  the  official  application 
document  once we  provided  an  “original  ink  signature”  on  the  RF  Emissions 
Report prepared by YHR Engineering  in section 3. The RF Emissions Report was 
sent independently by YRH Engineering directly to City of Toronto Planning Dept. 
staff. 

Included  in  the  application  package  were  preliminary  A&E  drawings  which 
provide  general  technical  specifications  and  physical  dimensions  of  the 
equipment  DAScom  was  proposing  as  of  May  20,  2009.    Photos  of  existing 
installations were  also  submitted.   The  initial  application was  accepted by  the 
City.  For  additional  demonstration  to  the  City  staff, DAScom  installed  a mock 
node  installation  at  DAScom’s  storage  yard  in  Toronto.  This  installation  was 
approved from an aesthetics perspective in the Staff Report (see Application, Tab 
11). The City planning staff did not  request any additional A&E documentation 
related to any proposed pole attachments, other than what was provided to the 
City in the May 20, 2009 application package. 

25.2 The  technical  specifications and physical descriptions of pole attachments  that 
Dascom provided to the City of Toronto were included in pages 17‐22 of the May 
20, 2009 application.  

  41

10154033_2|TorDocs 



EB‐2011‐0120 
CANDAS 

Responses to Interrogatories of Board Staff 
Filed: August 16, 2011 

Page 42 of 42 
 

  42

10154033_2|TorDocs 

25.3 CANDAS  is  not  privy  to  the  requested  information.  The  City  of  Toronto  has 
informally  acknowledged,  to  DAScom  representatives,  that  the  City  tends  to 
coordinate with  THESI/THESL  on  projects  that  affect  or  involve  those  parties, 
however CANDAS has no direct knowledge of the consultations and coordination 
with THESI and THESL that occurred. 

 


	1. Please provide the following information on permit applications for wireless attachments to the poles of Ontario electricity distributors for the purpose of operating the distributed antenna systems (“DAS”) network:
	1.1 Total number of permit applications that have been made to each Ontario electricity distributor broken down by distributor. 
	1.2 Number of applications that have been processed by each Ontario electricity distributor.
	1.3 Number of attachment permits that have been granted by each Ontario electricity distributor.
	1.4 Number of attachment applications that (a) have not been processed; or (b) rejected by each Ontario electricity distributor and reasons given by each distributor for not processing or rejecting the applications.
	1.1 During 2009 and 2010 DAScom submitted a total of 435 applications for wireless attachments to the poles of THESL. During that period, DAScom also submitted a total of 222 applications for wireless attachments to the streetlight poles of THESI which, at the time, were non-distribution assets.  At least some portion of the THESI streetlight poles that were the subject of these applications have since been classified as distribution assets and will be transferred to THESL. Moreover, during 2009 and 2010, CANDAS understands that Cogeco submitted a total of 303 applications for attachments of fibre optic cabling to THESL poles in connection with the project to build the proposed Toronto DAS Network. No applications were submitted to any other Ontario electricity distributor in connection with any DAS network of which CANDAS has knowledge. 
	1.2 Of the foregoing applications, THESL processed a total of 184 DAScom applications and, as reported to ExteNet, a total of 186 Cogeco applications. THESI processed a total of 222 DAScom applications.
	The last DAScom node attachment application was submitted to THESL in October, 2010.
	1.3 THESL granted a total of 184 permits to DAScom for wireless node installations. THESI granted a total of 222 permits to DAScom for wireless node installations. At last report, THESL had granted a total of 170 permits to Cogeco for fibre optic cable installations related to the proposed Toronto DAS Network.
	The last DAScom node permit application was granted around the month of July, 2010.
	1.4 Of the DAScom applications to THESL, a total of 251 were not processed.  While some applications may have been rejected at various times, all were resubmitted with revisions, and either approved or are still, presumably, pending. The reasons given for not processing the applications at different times varied, but ultimately and for the most part had to do with a lack of sufficient human resources. The reasons given for rejecting the application[s] were typically the planned use of the pole for a future THESL build or that applications were missing information that was later supplied. Of the DAScom applications to THESI, all were processed and none were rejected.
	With regard to the Cogeco applications to THESL, at one point in the first quarter of 2010, all of the 285 Cogeco applications related to the Toronto DAS Network then reported as pending, were rejected as a group, reportedly due to a change in the information required to be submitted with attachment permit applications from what had been required earlier with respect to wire attachments. Since then, CANDAS understands that 303 applications were either resubmitted or newly submitted, inclusive of the foregoing 285 rejected applications. During the course of processing Cogeco applications, some applications were rejected on various technical grounds but these grounds were not reported directly to DAScom. Cogeco routinely resubmitted these applications with corrections and at the last report provided to DAScom, had a total of 3 applications that had been denied and were still pending revision and resubmission. To the knowledge of CANDAS members, the reasons given for not processing the Cogeco applications (including those pending for some time prior to being rejected en masse as described above) were, for the most part, the same as those given at various times for not processing the DAScom applications.

	2. Please provide the following details of attachments currently being used to operate the DAS network in Ontario:
	2.1 Name of the Ontario electricity distributor in whose territory the attachment is located;
	2.2 The structure to which the device is attached (i.e. electricity pole, street lighting pole, other pole, or structure other than a pole) – please specify;
	2.3 If on a pole, the location (i.e. communication space or top of pole); and
	2.4 Dimensions and weight of the attachment.
	2.1 THESL and, to the extent that it is deemed to be an electricity distributor by virtue of owning distribution assets, THESI.
	2.2 There are currently a total of 110 THESL poles to which DAS node equipment is attached pursuant to the permits granted to DAScom (hereinafter referred to as “THESL Node Attachments”).
	2.3 None of the THESL Node Attachments involves pole-top attachment. Each of the THESL Node Attachments consists of an antenna mounted on a cross arm that is affixed to the pole of the communications space, and other equipment enclosures (i.e., boxes) and cables, including a remote radio unit and a back-up battery power unit, all of which is affixed to the pole below the communications space. Exhibit D, Drawing 4 of 4 (the “Drawing”) which is included with the written evidence of Tormond Larsen, shows the locations of the THESL Node Attachments on the poles.
	2.4 The dimensions and weight of the DAS attachments are set out in the Drawing.

	3. According to section 9.1 of the application, the pole access agreement with Toronto Hydro Energy Services Inc. (“THESI”) expired on December 31, 2010 and THESI advised DAScom that it would be required to remove all wireless attachments in accordance with that agreement.  
	3.1 Please indicate whether the agreement with THESI was renewed.
	3.2 Please indicate whether THESI is presently processing any of the wireless attachment applications filed prior to the expiration of the access agreement.
	3.3 Please provide the number of wireless attachments currently attached to THESI’s poles based on previously approved attachment permits.
	3.4 Please provide the number of attachments that are presently being used to provide wireless service. 
	3.5 Please indicate whether any wireless attachments have been removed as a result of the expiration of the agreement.  If yes, please provide full particulars including by whom the attachments were removed. 
	3.1 THESI declined DAScom’s request to renew the agreement.
	3.2 No, they are not.
	3.3 None. 84 attachments were removed after the expiration of the Light Pole Access Agreement.
	3.4 None.  
	3.5 All 84 node attachments to THESI poles were removed after the expiration of the Light Pole Access Agreement.  The removal work was carried out by Gabe’s Canada, Inc. and their subcontractor, Entera Utilities Contractor Limited.

	4. Section 9.2 of the application states that “THESI’s refusal to renew the Light Pole Access Agreement suggests that THESL will also refuse to renew the Distribution Pole Access Agreement when it expires.”
	4.1 Please indicate whether the pole access agreement with THESL has expired?  If yes, 
	4.1.1. on what date did expire?
	4.1.2. Please indicate whether the agreement with THESL has been renewed;
	4.1.3. Please indicate whether THESL is presently processing any of the attachment applications filed prior to the expiration of the access agreements; and
	4.1.4. Please indicate whether any wireless attachments have been removed as a result of the expiration of the agreement.  If yes, please provide full particulars including by whom the attachments were removed. 

	4.2 Please provide the number wireless attachments currently attached to THESL’s poles based on previously approved attachment permits.
	4.3 Please provide the number of attachments that are presently being used to provide wireless service.
	4.1 The Distribution Access Agreement between DAScom and THESL has not expired.  However, in light of THESI’s refusal to renew the Light Pole Access Agreement with DAScom and the August 13, 3011 letter, DAScom and ExteNet are of the view that when the Distribution Pole Access Agreement expires, THESI will refuse to renew it and will require DAScom to remove the 84 nodes that have already been installed on THESL poles.
	4.1.1. Not Applicable.
	4.1.2. Not Applicable.
	4.1.3. Not Applicable.
	4.1.4. Not Applicable.

	4.2 See Responses to Staff 2.1-2.2
	4.3 None.  The Toronto DAS Network is only partially constructed, at this point in time, and is not operating. 

	5. Please confirm whether safety and engineering standards and the data required to be submitted in support of attachment applications was provided by THESL at the time the pole attachment applications were filed by CANDAS members.
	Confirmed.

	6. In its August 13, 2010 letter to the Ontario Energy Board, THESL listed some differences between wireline and wireless attachments.  
	6.1 Please indicate whether you agree with the differences pointed out by THESL.  If you disagree, please indicate why you disagree and provide information and documentation to support your position.    
	6.1 Please see table below:

	7. Section 2.7 of the application states that “at least one other large electricity distributor in Ontario appears to be following THESL’s lead by adopting a ‘no wireless policy’” and that “certain other distributors are not prepared to offer pole access agreements for wireless attachments at this time.” 
	7.1 Please identify the other distributor(s) that have adopted the “no wireless” policy.
	7.2 Please identify the distributors that are presently not prepared to offer pole access agreements for wireless attachments.
	7.3 Please provide evidence that would demonstrate that those distributors are unwilling to attach wireless equipment to their poles and/or unwilling to offer pole access agreements for wireless attachments.
	7.4 If attachment applications have been made to those distributors, please provide information on the status of these applications including:
	7.4.1. whether any permits have been granted;
	7.4.2. whether any reasons have been given for not offering pole access agreements and if so, please state those reasons.  

	7.1 - Since August of 2010, ExteNet, acting on behalf of and in conjunction with DAScom, has contacted a total of six electricity distributors in Ontario regarding attachment of DAS equipment to power poles.  Veridian Corporation (“Veridian”), PowerStream, Inc. (“PowerStream”) and Newmarket Hydro (“Newmarket”) indicated that they would not allow antennas to be attached to their distribution poles. Oakville Hydro (“Oakville”) and Oshawa PUC Networks Inc.  (“Oshawa”) refused to provide DAScom with copies of their standard pole access agreements until such time as DAScom submitted certain information and/or could demonstrate that it had entered into a municipal access agreements. Finally, Enersource Corporation (“Enersource”) did not respond to enquiries regarding wireless attachments.
	Given the responses of these utilities and in light of the August 13, 2011 letter and the refusal of THESI to renew the Light Pole Access Agreement, DAScom and ExteNet have put their efforts to construct DAS networks in Ontario on hold and have, accordingly, not pursued these Ontario distributors or approached any others. 
	7.3 ● Veridian: Email correspondence to and from Veridian regarding Veridian’s “strict no antenna attachment policy”.   See Schedule Staff 7.3-1.
	7.4 No attachment applications have been made to any Ontario electric distributor other than THESL.
	7.4.1. Not applicable.
	7.4.2. See the responses to Staff 7.1-7.3.


	8. Please provide copies of the pole access agreements with THESL and THESI.  If this is considered confidential, a request for confidential treatment of these documents may be made and will be subject to the Board’s Practice Directions on Confidentiality.
	DAScom is bound by the confidentiality provisions of the pole access agreements and ExteNet is bound by a separate non-disclosure agreement. It is waiting for a response to its letter of August 11, 2011 to THESL and THESI notifying them of the Board Staff’s request that the agreements be produced. A copy of this letter is attached as Schedule Staff 8.1-1.

	9. Section 5.8 of the application states that there are two DAS networks currently operating in Montreal.    Please provide details of these networks including:
	9.1 Total number of attachments to the electricity distribution poles.
	9.2 Total number of attachments to the streetlight poles.
	9.3 Specific location of the attachments on the poles (i.e. within the communications space or other parts of the pole).
	9.4 Are other structures currently being used or contemplated to be used to accommodate the wireless equipment necessary for operating the DAS networks as an alternative to utility poles?  If yes, please provide the following information:
	9.4.1. list the alternative structures;
	9.4.2. what arrangements are in place or need to be in place for the use; and
	9.4.3.  reasons for the use.

	9.5 A description of the process for applying and gaining access to electricity distribution poles.  
	9.6 Information on whether any concerns relating to safety hazards or operational issues were raised by the utilities in relation to attachments of wireless equipment to their poles.   
	9.7 A detailed description of the pole access agreements entered into for the establishment of the DAS network including whether they were reviewed or approved by a regulatory agency and/or contain standard terms and conditions.
	9.8 The rate that applies to DAS network attachments per pole or per attachment and the rate that applies to wireline attachments broken down by distributor.
	CANDAS does not possess information about the Videotron Montreal DAS network beyond that which is published and summarized in section 4 of Johanne Lemay’s Written Evidence. Accordingly, the following responses relate only to the Montreal DAS network designed by ExteNet (“Montreal DAS Network”). This network is only partially completed and in operation in connection with the provision of wireless services by Public Mobile Inc.
	9.1 The Montreal DAS Network currently comprises DAS node attachments on a total of 261 power poles and third party fibre optic cable attachments in excess of several thousand. The Montreal DAS Network has undergone some design revisions.  Completion of the Network is expected to involve addition DAS node attachments to power poles, the number of which has not yet been determined.
	9.2 The Montreal DAS Network in its current state of construction includes DAS node attachments to a total of 54 city-owned poles, including street light and traffic light standards. The design revisions referred to in Staff 9.1 will result in additional DAS node attachments to a total of approximately 264 city-owned poles.
	9.3 As currently designed and as constructed to date, all of the fibre optic cable attachments to power poles that are associated with the Montreal DAS Network are affixed in the communications space on the poles. Similarly, the DAS node attachments to power poles are affixed in the same locations and in substantially the same manner as is described in Staff 2.3 with respect to the Toronto DAS Network.
	9.4 No.
	9.4.1. Not applicable.
	9.4.2. Not applicable.
	9.4.3. Not applicable.

	9.5 The access process involves a written request, on a prescribed form, to Hydro Québec along with the submission of supporting technical documentation. Hydro Québec must respond within 18-33 days, depending on the number of poles covered by the request. If Hydro Québec rejects the request, it must indicate the reason for its decision.  If Hydro Québec fails to respond to the request within the time period, the request is deemed to have been accepted and DAScom is permitted to commence installation of the attachments in accordance with the applicable standards. 
	9.6 Hydro Québec has never raised any safety or operational concerns or issues that are specific or unique to the attachments of DAS equipment on power poles.  Issues that it has raised have been limited to the usual concerns that arise with respect to attachments comprising a new equipment configuration.  All issues have been resolved to the satisfaction of Hydro Québec.
	9.7 DAScom and Hydro Québec entered into two separate pole attachment agreements for equipment/fibre and antennas, respectively. These agreements reflect standard forms provided by Hydro Québec, with some limited modifications negotiated by the parties. 
	CANDAS can not confirm if the Hydro Québec standard form of pole attachment agreement was reviewed or approved by any regulatory or governmental agency. We note that the Régie de l’énergie (Québec) does not have oversight of the use of, or jurisdiction over, Hydro-Québec’s utility poles and attachment agreements. The jurisdiction over the use of utility poles has specifically been granted to the Commission municipale du Québec, pursuant to the Act respecting certain public utility installation, L.R.Q., c. I 13 (the “Act”). Under the Act, the Commission municipale du Québec, acting as an administrative tribunal, may order the sharing of the utilization of a public utility installation, such as utility poles, if need be. The Act does not provide for the approval, by the Québec government, of agreements for the use of poles for third party attachments. 
	9.8 Hydro Québec’s attachment rates are stipulated in documents that, by the terms of the applicable agreements, are confidential with no exception for production in regulatory or judicial proceedings.  In any event, CANDAS would also note that neither it, nor any other party, is requesting that the Board, in this proceeding, review and vary the current Board-approved attachment rate.  Accordingly, information regarding attachment rates in other jurisdictions is not relevant.

	10. Please provide examples of pole access agreements entered into by members of CANDAS where the terms and conditions governing attachments have been determined by a regulatory agency.
	CANDAS has no examples of pole access agreements entered into by is members where all of the terms and conditions governing attachments have been determined by a regulatory agency. 
	The pole access agreements that ExteNet Systems is party to in the United States pre-date FCC Order 11-50 (see Application, Tab 22), which Order prescribes terms and conditions of access. Going forward, ExteNet Systems anticipates that in jurisdictions subject to the FCC Order (and in other jurisdictions where the state regulators follow the lead of the FCC) existing and new attachment agreements will conform to the terms and conditions reflected in the FCC Order.

	11.  Please provide examples of jurisdictions where the DAS networks has been deployed and expanded with minimal incremental construction.
	Almost without exception, the installation of the fibre optic cabling component of a DAS network comprises the greatest portion of the construction work, in terms of cost, time and geographic areas affected (including the numbers of utility poles to which attachments must be made and/or the lengths of underground conduit that must be installed).  Because the incremental cost of installing higher capacity fibre optic cables is small, relative to the base installation cost of installing fibre optic cables in the first place, the fibre optic cable components of DAS networks are designed to include sufficient capacity to accommodate increases in demand, both in terms of the number of connected node sites and the number of wireless carriers using the network.  Accordingly, once a DAS network is constructed, the only incremental construction required to expand the fibre component of the network is the extension of the fibre into new geographic areas, beyond the area covered by the original network design (i.e., a “build out”).
	The incremental construction at node sites that may be required for expansions of DAS network capacity varies, depending on the initial equipment configuration, the numbers of wireless carriers using the network and the numbers and types of technologies and frequencies they are deploying.  Accordingly, the incremental construction required to expand network capacity could include: (i) adding to or replacing components in existing equipment enclosures already affixed to the poles; (ii) adding or replacing equipment enclosures; (iii) adding antennas; and (iv) constructing new node sites on additional poles at locations served by the existing or expanded fibre deployment.  The numbers of poles that would be affected by any of these activities is small, relative to the total number of poles in the original DAS network deployment. 
	ExteNet Systems and its operating subsidiaries in the U.S. have deployed and expanded outdoor DAS networks for additional and existing wireless carrier customers in a number of jurisdictions including: Rancho Santa Fe, California; Grosse Pointes, Michigan; Brookline, Massachusetts; and Houston, Texas.

	12. Section 3.12 of the Application states:  
	12.1 Please provide the names of “the Canadian carriers as defined in the Telecommunications Act and cable companies” that were employing pole mounted wireless antennas with similar weight and shape to DAS antennas prior to issuance of the CCTA order by the Board on March 7 2005. 
	12.1 Although CANDAS does not have the requested information with respect to all Canadian carriers who may have been employing pole mounted wireless antennas around the time of the CCTA Proceeding, CANDAS understands that Toronto Hydro Telecom Inc. was attaching WiFi equipment, including antennas, THESL poles in that time period.

	13. Sections 3.12 of the Application states: “The LDCs also confirmed that all users of the communications space should pay the same charge.”  Sections 3.14 of the Application states: “The Board ultimately decided the pole charge issue in a way that did not distinguish among various types of attachments.”
	13.1 Is it your understanding that all communications attachments at the time of the CCTA Order were wireline attachments?  
	13.2 Is it your understanding that all wireline attachments fit within the two-foot communications allowance on a typical pole?
	13.3 To your knowledge what is the relationship between the space requirement of a typical wireline attachment and the DAS antenna equipment on a pole?
	13.4 To your knowledge, what is the relationship between the weight of a typical wireline attachment and the weight of the DAS antenna equipment? 
	13.1 No.  See response to Staff 12.1. 
	13.2 No. All wireline attachments on power poles do not fit within the communications space on a typical pole.  Although the wireline components of cable TV and other wireline telecommunication deployments are affixed to poles at points within the communications space, the associated equipment enclosures that house amplifiers and power supplies are typically of a size that require that they be affixed at points below the allocated communications space.  
	Schedule Staff 13.2-1 is a photograph of a pole in Toronto showing a wireline deployment including a back-up power unit.  See also response to THESL 45(a). 
	13.3 – 13.4 
	These questions ask for comparisons between DAS pole attachments and wireline pole attachments.  To properly appreciate the limited differences between the two, it is necessary to appreciate the many ways in which these two types of attachments are similar. 
	Both DAS and wireline deployments include a fibre component. The fibre component of a DAS installation is attached to poles in the same way as the fibre component of a cable TV or other wireline telecommunications attachment. 
	Both DAS and wireline communications installations also require the attachment of equipment enclosures that house electronic gear such as amplifiers and power supply units. The equipment enclosures on DAS deployments are very similar to the equipment enclosures on wireline installations, although the latter may be larger than the former.
	DAS deployments also require the installation of antennas on the node site poles. A wireline communications installation does not typically require the installation of antennas on poles. The preferred location for a DAS antenna is on top of the pole but it can also be installed on a side-arm affixed to the pole within the communication space. Antenna in the Toronto DAS Network are attached to the THESL poles using a side-arm. The size of the antenna component is similar to the size of wireline fibre splice enclosures.
	The table below compares the weight and space requirements of a DAS deployment and a wireline deployment.

	14.  Section 5.3 of the Application states:
	14.1 Considering the optimal installation height of 9 metres to 14 metres, it appears exterior building walls in the downtown core may also offer the optimal height for installation of DAS antennas.  Have you conducted any studies to establish the technical feasibility of installing the antennas on exterior building walls at appropriate heights? If so, please provide the results.  If not, please explain why not.
	14.1 ExteNet has not conducted any formal studies in this regard, but in the course of designing and implementing outdoor DAS networks, it has considered the use of exterior building walls and found this not to be a feasible solution for the following reasons:

	15. Section 5.5 of the Application states: 
	15.1 In relation to the large antennas employed on Macro Cell Sites, is it true that a DAS antenna serves relatively smaller area and to cover an equal area, greater number of DAS antennas are required in relation to the number of required Macro Cell Site antennas?  
	15.1 Yes. 

	16. On a pole where there are already 2 or 3 existing communications attachments installed and occupy most of the allocated 2’ communication space, how will the DAS antenna bracket be installed within the communication attachment space without disturbing the existing attachments? Please provide drawings showing installation of the DAS antenna under such conditions?  
	In designing a DAS network, efforts are made to select poles that require minimal “make ready” work such as the rearrangement of existing attachments in the communications space.  Where it is necessary to attach antenna supports within the communication space, brackets and side-arms are designed and installed in such a way as to fit on the pole between the points at which the wireline attachments are affixed, without disturbing or limiting the number of pre-existing attachments.  See Written Evidence of Tormod Larsen, Exhibit B, sheets 2 and 3 of 14.

	17. Even when it is possible to install bracket of DAS antenna within the allocated communication space, based on the dimensions of the antenna provided by the applicant, will the antenna not protrude into the allocated safety clearance space between power lines and communication lines?  If the answer to this question is yes, please comment as to whether installation of DAS antennas will or may impair the operational efficiency and present incremental safety hazards to workers. 
	No. DAS node antenna installations, whether affixed to a pole in the communications space or on the pole top above the power zone, are designed in a manner that does not involve intrusion into safety clearance spaces. Put simply, mounting an antenna some distance from the pole on an extension arm affixed in the communications space increases the distance between the top of the antenna and the power lines.

	18. If a DAS antenna is attached outside of the allocated communication space, i.e. at the pole top, as shown in the photographs included in the application, how will the contractor’s staff, who may not be authorized to carry out live line work on THESL distribution system, be able to install the antenna without obtaining a power shut down?
	See reply to THESL 20.

	19. Please provide typical installation drawings, showing the number and diameter of holes required to be drilled in a pole for mounting of DAS antennas and accessories on a pole.  
	The requested drawings will be provided as soon as possible.

	20. Section 10.11 of the Application states: 
	20.1 Please identify the wireless attachers (other than DAScom) that THESL has granted access.
	20.2 Please provide a description of such attachments as to size, weight and location on THESL’s pole and a comparison with DAScom’s attachments in each of these respects.
	20.1 Please refer to the Application, sections 10.21-10.22, for information regarding wireless attachments to THESL poles.  See also the response to Staff 12.1.
	20.2 CANDAS does not have the information requested.  Presumably, THESL can provide the information.

	21. During the term of the contracts with THESL and THESI, was DAScom ever requested by THESL or THESI to remove an attachment for any reason?  If so, 
	21.1 Please describe the procedure of notification and timing that was followed?  
	21.2 How many times did this occur? 
	21.3 Were reasons given, and if so, please provide those reasons.
	21.4 Were the attachments removed?  If so, by what party and within what timeline. 
	21.1 To CANDAS’ knowledge, THESL has not requested that DAScom remove an attachment during the term of the relevant pole access agreement. 
	To CANDAS’ knowledge, THESI has not requested that DAScom remove an attachment during the term of the relevant pole access agreement.  THESI gave notice of non-renewal of the Light Pole Access Agreement during the term thereof and demanded that attachments be removed from THESI poles, following expiration of the agreement.  See response to Staff 3.
	21.2 Not Applicable.
	21.3 Not Applicable.
	21.4 Not Applicable.

	22. Is CANDAS, Dascom or ExteNet aware whether any Canadian jurisdiction or any Canadian electric utility permits attachment of wireless devices to the tops of poles?  If so, please provide the names of such jurisdictions and/or utilities, and copies of any studies or documentation supporting the decision of the jurisdictional authorities or utilities to do so.
	CANDAS and its members are not aware whether any Canadian jurisdiction or any Canadian electric utility permits attachment of wireless devices to the tops of poles.

	23. George Vinyard’s Evidence, page 4:  
	23.1 For each of these agreements or utilities as appropriate, please indicate:
	23.1.1. whether the utility permits pole-top attachments, with medium voltage power lines attached at a level below the DAS antenna;
	23.1.2. the rates in effect for wireless attachments and wireline attachments;
	23.1.3. the average charge paid by ExteNet Systems to the utility for “make ready” work on a pole;
	23.1.4. in case of pole top installations installed above the medium voltage power lines, please indicate whether the antennas are installed by the power company’s staff or by contractors; and
	23.1.5. if installed by contractors, under what circumstances a power outage is required during installation of the antennas? 
	23.1.1. The table below provides the information requested.*
	23.1.2. Neither CANDAS nor any other party is requesting, in this proceeding, that the Board vary the current pole access rate.  Accordingly, the information requested is not relevant to the issues raised by the Application.
	23.1.3. Neither CANDAS nor any other party is requesting, in this proceeding, that the Board vary the current pole access rate.  Accordingly, the information requested is not relevant to the issues raised by the Application.
	23.1.4. Where antennas are installed on pole tops above the medium voltage power lines, the work is carried out by utility staff or by third party contractors, qualified and approved by the utility to do such work.
	23.1.5. When pole top antenna installations are carried out by contractors, the circumstances under which a power outage may be required are the same as they would be where the installation is carried out by utility staff. It has been the experience of ExteNet Systems that pole-top antenna installations are regularly and safely carried out by qualified workers without requiring power outages affecting electric customers.


	24. George Vinyard’s Evidence, page 4
	24.1 Given ExteNet Systems’ knowledge of existence of legal and practical issues and of the fact that electric utilities are subject to regulation of their activities with regard to pole attachments, please outline the steps taken by ExteNet, DAScom, or CANDAS as applicable, to satisfy itself as to the policy and practice of the Board, and/or of Ontario electricity distributors, with regard to telecommunications attachments, in advance of committing to the capital cost of its installations in Toronto?
	24.1 DAScom and ExteNet took the following steps prior to committing significant investment in the Toronto DAS network:  
	Notwithstanding the response above, the extent of CANDAS’ due diligence on this issue is not relevant to the issues raised by the Application. The members of CANDAS were entitled to rely on the CCTA Order which unambiguously obliges electricity distributors to provide pole access to all “Canadian carriers” as that term is defined in the Telecommunications Act. Both DAScom and Public Mobile are “Canadian carriers” with the meaning of the Act.

	25. Section 6.3(a) of the Application: Agreement with City of Toronto
	25.1 Please describe the process by which DAScom provided the technical specifications and physical descriptions of its proposed pole attachments to the City of Toronto in negotiating the Access Agreement.
	25.2 Please provide a copy of any technical specifications and physical descriptions that were provided to the City of Toronto.  
	25.3 To CANDAS’ knowledge, did the City of Toronto consult with THESL or THESI as to the technical issues associated with the proposed attachments before entering into the agreement?  
	25.1 It is somewhat unclear by what is meant or intended by the reference to the “process” in question 25.1. However, the following are the steps taken by DAScom and the City of Toronto regarding specifications related to an MAA. DAScom submitted a “preliminary” application package to city of Toronto staff on May 20, 2009. The preliminary application became the official application document once we provided an “original ink signature” on the RF Emissions Report prepared by YHR Engineering in section 3. The RF Emissions Report was sent independently by YRH Engineering directly to City of Toronto Planning Dept. staff.
	Included in the application package were preliminary A&E drawings which provide general technical specifications and physical dimensions of the equipment DAScom was proposing as of May 20, 2009.  Photos of existing installations were also submitted.  The initial application was accepted by the City. For additional demonstration to the City staff, DAScom installed a mock node installation at DAScom’s storage yard in Toronto. This installation was approved from an aesthetics perspective in the Staff Report (see Application, Tab 11). The City planning staff did not request any additional A&E documentation related to any proposed pole attachments, other than what was provided to the City in the May 20, 2009 application package.
	25.2 The technical specifications and physical descriptions of pole attachments that Dascom provided to the City of Toronto were included in pages 17-22 of the May 20, 2009 application. 
	25.3 CANDAS is not privy to the requested information. The City of Toronto has informally acknowledged, to DAScom representatives, that the City tends to coordinate with THESI/THESL on projects that affect or involve those parties, however CANDAS has no direct knowledge of the consultations and coordination with THESI and THESL that occurred.




