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Dear Mr. Traversy: 
 
Subject:  CRTC File 8622-C182-201200063 - CNOC Part I Application requesting 

expedited relief to address implementation of the capacity model approved 
in Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-703 - Primus Canada Comments  

 

Introduction 

1. Primus Telecommunications Canada Inc. (“Primus”) hereby files comments 
pursuant to the procedure set out in the Commission’s 3 February 2012 letter. As 
permitted in that letter, Primus will comment on the appropriateness of the use of an 
economic solution to address traffic splitting, such as that set out by the Commission in 
Telecom Decision CRTC 2012-60, Implementation date for wholesale high-speed access 
services capacity model approved in Telecom Regulatory Policy 2011-703 (“Decision 
2012-60”), and issues raised in the Canadian Network Operator Consortium’s (“CNOC”) 4 
January 2012 Part 1 Application.  

2. At the outset, Primus generally supports all of the requests for relief contained in 
CNOC’s 4 January 2012 Part 1 Application. While Primus is limiting its response to the 
issue regarding the ability to allocate purchased capacity across multiple AHSSPIs, 
Primus reserves the right to comment further on any matter in its reply comments.   

Comments on Economic Solutions to Address Traffic Splitting 

3. In short summary, the issue regarding the appropriate manner by which to split 
residential and business traffic for the purpose of the approved capacity model set out in 
Telecom Regulatory Policy 2011-703, Billing practices for wholesale residential high-
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speed access services (“Policy 2011-203”) flows from CNOC’s 4 January 2012 Part 1 
Application. In that application, CNOC expressed numerous concerns regarding the 
proposal of Bell Aliant Regional Communications, Limited Partnership and Bell Canada 
(together, “Bell”) to require competitors to segregate residential and business traffic 
through realm splitting.  

4. In a letter dated 6 January 2012, the Commission requested comments related to 
three implementation options in light of the determination that the issues raised in CNOC’s 
application could not be resolved prior to the 1 February 2012 implementation date set out 
in Decision 2011-703. 

5. In Decision 2012-60, the Commission directed that the implementation of the 
approved capacity model set out in Policy 2011-703 proceed for 1 February 2012. In order 
to address CNOC’s concerns regarding the proposal of Bell to require competitors to 
segregate residential and business traffic through realm splitting, the CRTC approved an 
optional interim economic solution to address the issue as follows:1 

a. Allow independent ISPs to use a single realm to support both residential and 
business traffic. Independent ISPs would be required to purchase the appropriate 
capacity in 100 megabits per second increments to carry their combined 
residential and business traffic using the rates for the approved capacity model. 

b. Allow independent ISPs an initial order for the capacity to carry the combined 
residential and business traffic required on the implementation date at no charge. 

c. Provide compensation to independent ISPs to recognize the potential double-
counting for business usage through a reduction set at 10 percent of the monthly 
business rate access charges for independent ISPs. 

6. In its 3 February 2012 letter, the Commission provided for comments as to 
whether the optional interim economic solution out in Decision 2012-60 or another 
economic solution that addresses the issue of traffic splitting should be considered as a 
longer term solution. For the reasons set out below, Primus fully supports an economic 
solution as a long term solution. 

7. In addition to resolving the issues identified by CNOC and avoiding potential 
additional work and cost to Bell that may be required to implement another technical 
solution, such as dynamic Radius or another technique as proposed by CNOC, an 
economic solution to address traffic splitting also provides for other efficiencies. Namely, 
an economic solution is closely aligned with the manner by which competitors manage 
capacity. Specifically, Primus does not separately forecast and manage its capacity 

                                                 
1 Decision 2012-60, at para. 24. 
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requirements for business and residential traffic. Instead, Primus forecasts and manages 
its total capacity requirements. Therefore, an economic solution that allows for Primus and 
other competitors to purchase capacity applicable to both residential and business traffic 
provides significant efficiencies.  

8. Primus further notes that an economic solution will have other benefits such as 
largely curing Bell’s concerns regarding the need for a penalty clause to address 
competitors that may seek to avoid legitimate capacity charges by placing residential 
traffic under a business realm. Indeed, in the proceeding related to Bell Tariff Notices 392 
and 7330, Bell noted that ISPs could avoid the proposed penalty clause if they “allow their 
business and residential traffic to commingle and incur CBB on all traffic rather than 
segregate the traffic”.2 Accordingly, it is clear that Bell is not opposed to a competitor 
commingling its traffic. Of course, it must be recognized that this simple commingling of 
traffic referenced by Bell does not address the double-counting of business usage as 
identified by the Commission in Decision 2012-60.   

9. Accordingly, Primus fully supports the economic solution for traffic splitting set out 
by the Commission in Decision 20120-60 on a long term and final basis, subject to two 
modifications.  

10. First, the reference to a “single realm” should be removed. While certain 
competitors may have a single realm that supports both residential and business traffic, 
other competitors may have a number of realms that support both residential and 
business traffic. Removing the reference to a single realm will ensure that all competitors 
may utilize the economic solution. Primus therefore proposes the following change to 
address this issue:  

a. Allow independent ISPs to use a single realm realms that support both 
residential and business traffic. Independent ISPs would be required to purchase 
the appropriate capacity in 100 megabits per second increments to carry their 
combined residential and business traffic using the rates for the approved capacity 
model. 

11. Second, in order to ensure that the double-counting for business usage does not 
occur in any form, Primus requests that all of usage charges or costs that are included in 
the monthly business access rate be removed.   

12. Accordingly, subject to the two requested modifications, Primus fully supports the 
adoption of the economic solution for traffic splitting set out in Decision 2012-60 on a final 
basis.  

                                                 
2 The Companies(CRTC)4Jan12-2 TNs BA392-BC7339 
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Comments on the Allocation of Purchased Capacity Across Multiple AHSSPIs 

13. Primus is in full agreement with CNOC’s requests that Bell and MTS Allstream Inc. 
(“MTS Allstream”) be directed to allow competitors to allocate purchased capacity 
dynamically across multiple AHSSPIs.3 As correctly noted by CNOC, a requirement that 
capacity be specifically ordered and allocated on a per AHSSPI basis results in 
competitors being forced to pay for capacity that will never be used in order to establish 
redundancy and load balancing capabilities.  

14. Primus further agrees that agrees with CNOC in that nothing in Regulatory Policy 
2011-203 requires capacity to be allocated to a specific interface.4 Indeed, as determined 
by the Commission in Policy 2011-703, the approved capacity model consists of three 
separate and distinct components: a monthly access rate, a monthly capacity rate 
charged in 100Mbps increments and ancillary charges that include a monthly interface 
rate.5 There is absolutely nothing on the face of Policy 2011-703 that requires that the 
monthly capacity charge for 100Mbps increments be tied to a specific interface. 

15. Further, it is important to note that where a competitor seeks to establish an 
AHSSPI for redundancy or load-balancing purposes, no additional capacity is used as a 
result of the existence of that interface. Put another way, simply ordering an interface 
does not result in additional capacity usage over that purchased by the competitor.  

16.  For example, if a competitor has ordered a 1Gbps AHSSPI and 1Gbps of capacity 
(10*100Mbps increments), that competitor may use up to 1Gbps of capacity at any time. If 
that competitor seeks to order a 1Gbps AHSSPI for redundancy purposes, the competitor 
will still continue to use only up to 1Gbps of capacity at any time. The ordering of the 
additional 1Gbps AHSSPI does not mean the competitor will use an additional 1Gbps of 
capacity. The AHSSPI is an interface only. If on the other hand, one AHSSPI fails, the 
competitor’s traffic will be routed to the redundant AHSSPI. In this scenario, the 
competitor will continue to be able to use up to the 1Gbps of capacity that it purchased. 
The only difference in this scenario is that the competitor may continue providing service 
due to existence of the redundant AHSSPI, whereas service would have been disrupted if 
the competitor’s one and only AHSSPI failed. 

17. Yet despite this clear fact, Bell and MTS Allstream require that capacity purchased 
be allocated to specific AHSSPIs. In the example above, this means that in order for the 
competitor to establish redundancy, it must order and pay for 1Gbps of capacity 
(10*100Mpbs increments) on its redundant AHSSPI. Accordingly, the competitor is 

                                                 
3 CNOC, 4 January 2012 Part 1 Application, at paras. 47 and 64.  
4 Ibid., at paras. 46 and 63. 
5 Policy 2011-703, at para. 58. 



 5

required to pay for 2Gbps of capacity despite the fact that only 1Gbps of capacity will be 
used by the competitor at any time.  

18. Accordingly, Primus fully agrees with CNOC in that not allowing competitors to 
allocate purchased capacity dynamically across multiple AHSSPIs is counter to the 
approved capacity model set out in Policy 2011-703 and prefers a significant preference 
on the ILECs. Therefore, Primus submits that the Commission should approve the relief 
requested by CNOC in this regard.   

Summary 

19. In summary, Primus fully supports the approval of the economic solution for 
splitting traffic set out in Decision 2012-60 on a final basis, subject to the two 
modifications requested. Primus also supports CNOC’s request for relief in relation to the 
allowance for competitors to allocate purchased capacity across multiple AHSSPIs and 
the other relief requested in CNOC’s 4 January 2012 application.  

Yours truly, 

 
Christopher K. Hickey 
 
 
Cc:  Distribution List – Commission 3 February 2012 Letter 
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