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WITHOUT PREJUDICE

April 28, 2025
Attention : 
Mr. G. Nixon
Chair of the Board
BCE Inc. and Bell Canada
 
I am writing to inform you that MediaTube intends to move forward with public disclosure
regarding serious allegations of fraud and misconduct involving Bell Canada. These allegations
relate to events and actions that have taken place over the course of our 12-year legal battle—
actions which we believe demonstrate a pattern of bad faith, misrepresentation, and abuse of the
legal system by Bell Canada.
At this point, it is clear that Bell Canada has used the court process not as a means of justice, but
as a shield to conceal the truth and suppress evidence of corporate wrongdoing. Most
disturbingly, we have clear proof that Bell altered court documents to avoid being held
accountable for patent infringement—manipulating the legal process in a deliberate attempt to
defeat rightful claims and protect its commercial interests through dishonest means.
MediaTube acknowledges that certain information remains under the protection of Bell’s court
order, but both MediaTube and its shareholders are done with Bell hiding behind that order to
conceal its crime. We will no longer allow any judicial “gag” to stand between the public and the
evidence of Bell Canada's misconduct.
MediaTube’s shareholders have made their position clear they have asked to finally see the
attached document, they are done placing faith in a legal system that has allowed Bell's conduct
to go unchecked. MediaTube's shareholders have instructed me, as CEO, to inform you of
MediaTube’s next actions and to gauge the public response to these revelations. Furthermore,
Bell’s actions have inflicted substantial financial harm on MediaTube and the shareholders—
resulting in lost business opportunities, and reputational damage from which MediaTube will never
recover from. This is no longer a hidden dispute—it is a matter of corporate governance and
honouring the Canadian Telecommunications Act.

The attached document clearly demonstrate the fabrication and alteration of court evidence that
directly benefited Bell Canada and obstructed justice. All of these materials are currently hosted
on secure servers, ensuring they remain immutable and ready for immediate public dissemination
and feedback from the shareholders .
As BCE Inc. is publicly traded in both Canada and the United States, failure to address these
allegations promptly could have material consequences for your shareholders and invite
heightened scrutiny from securities regulators on both sides of the border.
Out of respect for due process—even where those principles were denied to MediaTube, is
offering Bell Canada a final opportunity to respond to the substance of our claims before
MediaTube goes public by sharing the attached document with MediaTube's shareholders.
If we do not receive a response from BCE by May 2, 2025 MediaTube will proceed with the
release of the documentation showing the altered court evidence that cost MediaTube the patent
infringement trial in 2016 and  ordered by the court to pay Bell over $ 2 million for legal costs.
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Introduction 


• MediaTube Corp. v. Bell Canada (T-705-13) was heard in Federal Court in the fall of 2016 three and a half years after the issuance of MediaTube’s 


Statement of Claim in April 2013 regarding the infringement by Bell Canada (“Bell”) in its IPTV network of MediaTube’s Canadian Patent No. 


2,339,477 (the ‘477 Patent).  The period between the filing of the claim and the trial saw lengthy discoveries, numerous motions, and the 


preparation of multiple expert witness reports by K.K. Ramakrishnan and Dr. Charles Eldering (filed with the court and Bell on January 11, 2016).


• An adverse decision was rendered in January 2017 because the claim of infringement was withdrawn by MediaTube’s counsel during the trial.  It 


was withdrawn because the network architecture presented by Bell in its February 12, 2016 “How it Works” Document and its numerous 


iterations that followed up to and including  during the trial, was significantly different than the network architecture Bell presented to 


MediaTube during the discovery process.  Non-infringement was conceded during the trial because MediaTube had no evidence at the time to 


contradict the How it Works document. 


• In addition to withdrawing the claim of infringement, in order to save the court time and MediaTube money, MediaTube’s counsel also “quit” 


arguing substantive but ancillary issues such as Bell’s spurious descriptions of how the ‘477 Patent compares to Bell’s IPTV network system 


leaving the judge to formulate an absurd “claim construction” analysis and rely upon weak patent invalidity arguments.


• In July 2020, MediaTube was informed by Lenczner Slaght LLP, which was then representing Rovi Guides in its patent infringement case against 


Bell Canada of contradictory evidence submitted by Bell in the MediaTube v Bell case. When Bell discovered that MediaTube was aware of this 


contradictory evidence, it wrote to the court to change the testimony of one of its witnesses (Shawn Omstead, VP Bell Canada responsible for 


Bell’s IPT Network) as it did in January 2016 with the same witness, but this change simply rendered the balance of his testimony to be 


incomprehensible. 


• In December 2022, MediaTube also discovered a submission to the CRTC by Bell Mobility (a division of Bell Canada) in response to a complaint 


filed by Ben Klass in 2014. This submission further validates MediaTube’s claim that Bell perpetrated a fraud on MediaTube and the court.


• In reviewing the various versions of Bell’s How It Works document, it is clear that Bell’s litigation strategy is to simply modify its network diagrams 


in order to “work around” its exposure in patent infringement lawsuits.  MediaTube now has conclusive evidence of this strategy and of 


evidentiary fraud. This is also evidence of serious crimes including evidentiary fraud, obstruction of justice and perjury.
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Evidence Submitted by Bell Canada Prior to the 


Delivery of MediaTube’s Expert Report


• Claim 1 of the ‘477 patent starts with, “A system for redistributing a 


plurality of audio/video signals to a plurality of communications 


interfaces over conductors, comprising a server…”  


• The patent discloses that this server is upstream from the 


subscriber and responds to subscribers’ channel change requests 


and other control signals.  The ‘477 patent also discloses databases:


• “The server maintains a database through which all input signal and 


channel selections input by users in the multi-user site are tracked 


and recorded for billing purposes.”


• The diagram1 to the right was disclosed by Bell to MediaTube in  


2015 and was relied upon by both of MediaTube’s expert witnesses 


to form opinions on Bell’s infringement of the ‘477 Patent.  Their 


reports were submitted to the court and Bell on January 11, 2016 – 


8 months prior to the trial..  


• Note the Control Servers and databases in the “central” Video Hub 


Office (“VHO”), which has control functionality for Live TV, as 


highlighted. These servers process and respond to channel change 


requests and are located “upstream” from the subscribers.  The 


databases are referenced by the control servers to authorize a 


channel change. 


• Note also that these servers and databases are not located in 


Video Serving Offices (“VSO”), which are widely distributed 


throughout Bell’s IPTV network.


1. This exact same diagram was also submitted to the CRTC in 2014 in response to a request triggered by a complaint regarding Bell’s anti-competitive behaviour (which Bell lost). And aside from 


indicating consistency, the disclosure to the CRTC eliminated the confidentiality status of this diagram (see Slide 6 for more on this).
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https://acrobat.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:04324da6-0d69-39c3-85d4-407bd4ccc7ff





Evidence Submitted by Bell Canada After Receiving 


MediaTube’s Expert Witness Reports of January 11, 2016


• Just one month after the receipt of MediaTube’s expert 


witness’ report, Bell submitted a work around document to 


avoid infringement.  Specifically, the February 12, 2016 


version of its Bell Canada’s IPTV Network “How It Works” 


document, which included the diagram to the right. This 


diagram was also included in Bell’s May, July, September and 


October 2016 versions of this document.. In this diagram:


• References to Microsoft Mediaroom have been deleted;


• The left panel of the Head End now has Demodulation 


functionality but the Set-Top-Box (STB) in the Home 


Network no longer decodes signals;


• The VHO now has an MX960, which replaced network 


switches and it no longer has “Control Servers and 


databases”, which were re-labeled to “D-Server”; 


• The VHO no longer has “control” functionality; and


• DSLAMs are now located in the Access Network, not the 


VSO, which now only has an Edge Switch.


• This diagram represents a recharacterization of Bell’s IPTV 


network that no longer includes control servers and 


databases, which were purposely removed to avoid 


infringement of MediaTube’s patent.
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• To be clear, control servers and databases are required to authorize and respond to channel change requests and are fundamental to the system disclosed in the ‘477 patent.  


Without their presence in Bell’s IPTV network that system would be rendered non-infringing of the ‘477 patent. Moreover, these network elements would be required to 


operate Bell’s IPTV network so without them, the network cannot function.  Most important, this transformation enabled Bell to claim at trial in 2016 that user control signals / 


channel change requests terminated at the VSO, thereby proving that Bell’s IPTV network was not infringing on the ‘477 patent.  This declaration in the form of testimony from 


Bell’s expert and fact witnesses forced MediaTube to concede its case and admit during the trial that Bell was not infringing, after all.  


Note the reversal of the positioning of the Edge Switch 


and the DSLAM vs in the diagram presented prior to 


the submission of MediaTube’s expert reports.


Note the absence of Control Servers and databases in 


the VHO vs in the diagram presented prior to the 


submission of MediaTube’s expert reports.







Fast Forward: Evidence Submitted by Bell Canada 


in Rovi v. Bell in July 2020


• The diagram to the right was submitted as evidence in July 


2020 in another patent infringement lawsuit against Bell 


(Rovi Guides v. Bell Canada) – more than two years after the 


decision of January 2017 in MediaTube v. Bell was released.


• The diagram re-labeled as an exhibit in the Rovi v. Bell case, is 


the very same diagram submitted to MediaTube in 2015 that 


MediaTube’s expert witnesses used as the basis of their 


conclusive January 11, 2016, reports on Bell’s infringement of 


the ‘477 patent..


• Specifically, in this diagram:


• Mediaroom application functions are now shown;


• Control Servers and databases are now back in the VHO;


• The VHO is re-labelled as comprising control functionality;


• DSLAMs are now back in the VSO; and 


• The STB now decodes and demodulates signals.


• These changes, and particularly the deliberate removal of the 


control functionality from the system in MediaTube v. Bell only 


to have this reappear in the VHO in evidence provided under 


oath in 2020 represents evidence of the intentional and 


deliberate fraud by Bell in the MediaTube v. Bell case.  


• Not only was this to the detriment of MediaTube and its 


shareholders, but it was also an egregious abuse by Bell 


Canada of the Canadian justice system.  
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Note the presence of Control 


Servers and databases in the VHO 


in this 2020 document presented 


as evidence in Rovi v Bell Canada.







Network Diagram Submitted by Bell Mobility to 


the CRTC on March 5, 2014


• The diagram to the right was submitted by Bell Mobility to the 


CRTC in March 2014 in response to questions from the 


Commission in reaction to a complaint by Bill Klass.  


• This was nearly the very same diagram1 submitted to 


MediaTube about 20 months later in 2015 that was used by 


MediaTube’s expert witnesses to determine that Bell was 


infringing on MediaTube’s ‘477 Patent (see Slide 4).


• In its submission to the CRTC in 2014, Bell offered the 


following commentary vis Fibe TV, Bell’s IPTV network:


In order to provide Fibe TV, Bell Canada acquires content 


through various means including through live broadcast feeds, 


from satellite and from Over the Air (OTA) broadcast antennas 


all directly from the content providers. In some cases, the 


content owner will deliver video files directly to Bell by various 


means for services such as for On Demand services.


These various sources of content are aggregated, encrypted 


and sent to the Video Hub Office (i.e. the Fibe TV servers) 


which provide the intelligence of the Fibe TV service needed 


to, among other things, deliver the right channels to the right 


customers. Bell Canada currently leverages Ericsson 


Mediaroom as a platform for this intelligence. Content is then 


distributed to Central Offices (COs) at the edge of the network 


to network switches which can then multicast the content to 


users as needed (i.e. the Video Serving Office or VSO).
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1. The only differences are that in the version submitted to MediaTube, there are an additional encoding device and an additional encryption device in the Video Head End (VHE), presumably 


to indicate multiples of these devices and the labelling of the VSO as being in Central Offices.


Click here to go Back to Exhibits TOC


Note the presence of Control 


Servers and databases in the VHO 


in this 2014 document presented 


Bell Mobility to the CRTC in 2014.
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Sincerely,
Douglas Lloyd
CEO, MediaTube Corp.


