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Introduction 


1. Vaxination Informatique submits its intervention in response to Bell Canada's march 25th 
filing of a Review and Variance of CRTC decisions 2013-72 and 2013-73 regarding 
business rates for wholesale internet access services.


Criteria for review and vary applications


2. Telecom Information Bulletin CRTC 2011-214 defines the criteria where a review and 
variance application will be considered. Bell Canada's submission does not meet any of 
those criteria.


3. While Bell Canada is of the opinion that there is substantial doubt and errors in law, it has 
provided no such evidence.


Common Billing Model


4. Bell Canada argues that imposing the CBB model to business customers removes flexibility 
and as such goes against Policy Direction.  Bell Canada has demonstrated since January 
2013 that the regulatory system allows for off tariff contracts with its wholesale customers. 


5. If Bell Canada wishes to offer a flat rate paradigm to certain customers, it can simply make 
an off-tariff deal where the CBB rate is $0/100mbps, and the access fee set at a higher 
rate that which is mandated in the CBB rate structure. If this arrangement is beneficial to the 
wholesale customer, the later will happily sign such an off tariff deal.


6. Therefore, the current regulatory environment does not restrict or impede Bell Canada's 
ability to retain flexibility. What the regulatory environment does is set a just and 
reasonable baseline against which protects wholesale customers from price gouging by 
incumbents.


7. Bell Canada argues that during the UBB scandal, the Commission had agreed that business 
should be exempt from UBB and thus should not be forced to adopt CBB for business 
wholesale.  As a result of the UBB scandal, a large shift has happened: the Commission has 
agreed to move to a cost based approach instead of the "regulatory symmetry" between 
Bell Canada's retail and wholesale services. It should be noted that the UBB regime was 
never implemented.
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8. The 2012-60 decision was meant to find an interim solution to consider the technical 
realities that had not been factored in the 2011-703 and 2011-704 decisions. This interim 
solution was made while these issues raised on the early January CNOC part 1 were being 
considered.  The compromises made by 2012-60 allowed for implementation on February 
1 2012. But they remain compromises which discriminate between ISPs that have both 
business/residential and those that are business only who could implement 2011-704.


9. During the long debate which lead to the 2013-70 series of decisions, Bell Canada did 
not provide any technical solutions that would allow business end users of all ISPs to be 
billed the same way.  While Bell Canada, in the current review and variance, would very 
much like to stick to the 2011-704 rate structure, it provides no technical solution which 
would make it possible for both mixed and business-only ISPs. The current hybrid temporary 
solution is discriminatory and cannot be sustained. It also offers a much higher regulatory 
burden with the Commission having to produce two sets of approved tariffs for the exact 
same service.


 9. ...the Commission is effectively forcing the Companies to extend CBB to business 
customers, as the alternative of foregoing CBB to manage their larger residential 
bandwidth demand is worse  (emphasis added)


10. In essence, Bell Canada agrees that if forced to choose only one billing paradigm, the CBB 
model is the better one. Its failure to provide a technical solution that would allow both 
billing paradigms to co-exist fairly for all business end-users leaves no choice but to choose 
only one billing paradigm.


11. The 2013-72/73 decisions have found a just and reasonable billing paradigm to apply to 
all residential and business users without discrimination between business-only ISPs and those 
with mixed business-residential customers.
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Common markup for business and residential


14- As was indicated during the proceeding leading to Decision 2013-73, there are 
important differences between the residential and business HSA services that justify 
different rates, such as the level of support provided to the types of HSA services 
customers and the value given the services by end-users.


12. As was concluded in the 2013-70 series of decisions, Bell Canada did not provide any 
evidence during the process leading to those decisions that the wholesale service provided 
to business end users was any different from that provided to residential ones.


13. Bell Canada continues to allege that there are significant differences between the 
wholesale services but continues to fail to provide any evidence which applies to the 
wholesale service.


14.  The level of support provided by Bell Canada to its customers (the wholesale ISP) is the 
same for any/all end users, whether they reside at a civic address with a profile bit that 
says "residential" or "business".  While at the retail level, individual ISPs will differentiate 
themselves with different levels and quality of end user support (something called 
"competition"), there is no such differentiation at the wholesale level.


15. Furthermore, the "value given the services by end-users" is not applicable to the wholesale 
service. The value added by individual ISPs to create their own retail offer must not 
dictate what the costs of the wholesale service would be. A restaurant buys lettuce from a 
wholesale market at the same price whether that lettuce will go into a $2.50 hamburger or 
as a decoration for a $50 filet mignon. 


16. It must be noted that Bell Canada has had many of opportunities from the 2011-77 process 
leading to the 2011-704 rates, the ensuing R&Vs leading to the 2013-70 decisions, and in 
this R&V submission to provide evidence of differences to the wholesale service provided 
based on classification of the end-user's address. Therefore, there has been no failure of 
process and lack of evidence can only lead to the conclusion that Bell Canada could not 
provide such evidence because such evidence does not exist. 
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Just and reasonable rates


17. In an August 9 20121 letter to the Commission, CNOC provided evidence that Bell 
Canada was now offering a full retail business internet service at an advertised price which 
was lower than the wholesale last mile access rates and requested an immediate remedy.


18. The Commission did not accept this request as the record was already closed. The 2013-
72/73 decisions stopped Bell Canada's retail undercutting the wholesale rates and thus 
rectified the situation that was clearly one of unjust and unreasonable rates.


19. However, should the Commission acquiesce to Bell Canada's demands and re-instate the 
unjust and unreasonable rates set by 2011-704, it would in fact re-instate a regulatory 
environment ripe for a stream of R&Vs until just and reasonable business wholesale rates 
have been achieved. Have we not learned from the UBB saga ? 


20. As the outcome defined by the 2013-72/73 is inevitable, it is best to just stick with it and 
greatly reduce the regulatory burden and years of debate to reach the same end result as 
defined by 2013-72/73.


1 Vaxination has a copy of CNOC's letter and could make it available to the Commission and participants 
should the request be made.  The subject was:  
Canadian Network Operators Consortium Inc. Application to review and vary Telecom Regulatory 
Policy CRTC 2011-703 and Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-704 (CRTC File No. 8662-C182-
201202324) 
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Financial Impact on Bell Canada


19- If the rates for business FTTN-HSA services are to be equal to residential rates, 
the appropriate mark-up for both types of services cannot simply be at the lower level 
previously deemed appropriate for residential services alone.  To do so would have a 
significant negative financial impact on the Companies due to the significant revenue 
loss that would be associated with the reduction in the mark-up on business services.  


21. Translation: Bell Canada is addicted to gouging business customers and does not want 
any competitive pressure that would drive prices down. It likes the control it has had on 
competing ISPs all these years where it could dictate a floor for business pricing to prevent 
market forces from putting downward pricing on absurdly high profit margins. It especially 
loves it when its own full retail service can undercut the wholesale last mile service 
preventing ISPs from winning customers.


22. Any time Bell Canada faced the introduction of competition, it cried foul over the forecast 
of reduced profits and begs the regulator to protect its monopoly-era profit margins (while 
complaining about high regulatory burden at the same time).


23. At the end of the day, Bell Canada has learned to compete and realised that lower prices 
drives growth in usage. And allowing market forces to work and put downward pressure 
on business internet pricing should be a priority for the Commission with an eye towards 
helping Canadian businesses becoming much more involved in a digital economy, an area 
where Canada has fallen way behind other nations.


 Should markup for residential be raised to compensate ?


24. Bell Canada is begging for the regulator to protect its profits from the impact of growing 
market forces. As there are many who feel the current GAS rates are still too high, nobody 
has cried foul over the rates being too low and forcing Bell Canada into bankruptcy. In fact, 
Bell Canada has even willingly offered lower rates off-tariff.


25. Since the service is the same, and since the current residential rates still give Bell Canada 
more than "just and reasonable" rates,  setting the identical business service to the same 
rate will not harm Bell Canada's ability to invest or reward its shareholders with healthy 
dividends.


26. It is important to note that the 40% markup is already a compromise to Bell Canada to 
make it stop crying to the Governor in Council.  It should covet this higher markup instead 
of asking for more, especially when it refuses to use that higher markup to fix the end-of-line 
incompatible and discontinued Stinger DSLAMs it probably got on eBay at a good discount 
:-) 
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27.  Conclusion


28. Bell Canada has had many opportunities to show that its wholesale service to business 
addresses is different. It has not done so.  


29. Bell Canada has unjustified higher markups to business services which interfere with market 
forces by allowing Bell to give itself undue preference and undercut competitors.


30. The old markup was not just and reasonable. The Commission is right in correcting 
it.


31. Bell Canada already gets special treatment with its 40% markup. There is no justification to 
increase it even further.


32. Raising residential rates would make both residential and business rates unjust and 
unreasonable and interfere with market forces by reducing the ability of ISPs to compete.


33. For these reasons, Vaxination finds that the Commission has no choice but to reject 
Bell Canada's request to review and vary the 72 and 73 decisions.


***END OF DOCUMENT***






