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 File: 8662-B54-201202259 
 

1. Shaw Communications Inc. (Shaw) is in receipt of a 1 March 2012 Part I 

application filed by Bell Aliant Regional Communications, Limited Partnership 

and Bell Canada (collectively, “Bell” or the “Companies”), to review and vary 

Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-703; Billing practices for wholesale 

residential high-speed access services (TRP 2011-703) (the “Application”).  

Shaw submits the following comments in support of Bell’s Application and 

requests intervener status in this proceeding.  

2. In the Application, Bell argues the Commission made a number of errors of 

fact and law in TRP 2011-703 which raise substantial doubt as to the 

correctness of the decision.  Bell submits these errors deny them the 

opportunity to recover the cost of their investment and earn a reasonable 

return on the investment required to provide wholesale residential high-speed 

access services. Bell asks the Commission to remove the impact of several 

Commission adjustments in TRP 2011-703 including adjustments to reflect a 

10-year study period rather than a 5-year study period in the Companies’ cost 

studies.  Shaw agrees with the arguments raised by Bell regarding the 10-



year study period for cost studies and supports Bell’s Application to use a 5-

year study period for both ILEC and cable carriers.  Shaw takes no position 

on the other variance items requested by Bell in its Application. 

Costing Study Period 

3. In its Application, Bell argues that developing cost inputs to be used over a 

10-year costing study results in rates that are not just and reasonable.  Shaw 

agrees that a 10-year costing study adopted by the Commission is 

inappropriate and results in artificially low monthly rates for independent ISPs 

while impeding the carriers’ ability to recover its costs.  

4. By way of example, the internet traffic growth projections approved in our 

costing studies are already much lower than what Shaw is currently 

experiencing within its network.  The internet traffic demand on Shaw’s 

network has grown over the past year beyond historical growth patterns due 

to increasing customer demand as well as the significant network investments 

which we continue to make to better serve our customers and respond to the 

intense competition we face in the markets where we compete.  Being forced 

to undertake cost projections over a 10-year costing study is extremely risky. 

The risks are amplified when those projections are subject to extremely 

conservative traffic growth forecasts, as is currently the case under TRP 

2011-703, notwithstanding that market realities and evidence support much 

higher traffic growth forecasts. This highlights the manner in which an 

unreasonably long cost study will impair the carriers’ ability to recover costs 

and invest in networks.    

5. In Order CRTC 2000-789; Terms and rates approved for the large cable 

carriers’ higher speed access service (Order 2000-789), the Commission 

directed the cable carriers to use a 10-year costing study to derive the rates 

for TPIA services.  To support this determination the Commission stated: 



84. Unit cost reductions can generally be expected if a longer study period 

is chosen for a service with large introduction costs and strong demand 

growth over time.   The Commission notes that information filed in this 

proceeding showed that overall access costs could decrease by up to 13 

percent with the use of a 10-year study period.  

It is clear the Commission assumed that strong demand for the TPIA product 

would materialize and concluded that a longer study period was necessary to 

ensure lower monthly rates to offset high introduction costs.  The Commission 

again imposed the 10-year costing study five years later to set TPIA rates in 

Telecom Decision CRTC 2006-77 even though TPIA was no longer a new 

service and the Commission’s assumptions regarding TPIA demand were 

proven to be unrealistic. 

6. The history of TPIA shows that rates have not remained constant for the 

entire life of a 10-year cost study.  Upfront costs of providing the service 

which were spread over the 10-year study are then stranded with no chance 

of recovery over the remainder of the costing study.  This creates a cycle of 

under recovery perpetuated by a long term costing study put in place solely to 

reduce access costs for competitors.  The cable carriers have never been 

able to recover their costs of providing the service because 10-year rates 

were set in 2000, revised in 2006 and again in 2011.   This is evidence that a 

10-year costing study is not appropriate as the rates do not grant the carrier 

the opportunity to recover costs let alone achieve revenue from the service. 

Furthermore, TPIA costing study reviews have tended to occur on 5 year 

intervals, suggesting that Bell’s proposal is much more consistent with the 

Commission’s practice. Adopting an unreasonably long costing study period 

threatens to result in artificially lowered rates, which, in turn, result in the 

ILECs and cable carriers subsidizing the independent internet service 

providers. This is an unacceptable outcome in today’s highly competitive 

internet services market.  



7. Shaw notes that it will be commenting separately on CNOC’s proposal for 

annual reviews of costing studies, which Shaw does not support.  For the 

reasons set out above, in Shaw’s view, a 5 year study period for cable 

carriers and ILECs, as Bell has proposed, is the most reasonable and 

appropriate period.  

Conclusion 

8. The Commission has erred in imposing a 10-year costing study for wholesale 

internet access services.   Given the rapid deployment of new technology and 

the inability to achieve reasonable traffic forecasts beyond 5 years, the most 

appropriate cost study length is 5 years.   The Commission must correct this 

error by reversing the requirement for a 10-year costing study and adopt a 5 

year costing study for both the ILECs and the cable carriers. 

 

Yours truly, 
 
Shaw Communications Inc. 
 

 
 

 
Jean Brazeau 
Senior Vice President 
Regulatory Affairs 
 
cc: Interested Parties to 2011-703 


