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Dear Mr. Traversy: 
 
Subject:  CRTC File 8661-C12-201303487 – Telecom Notice of Consultation 2013-


80 – Primus Procedural Request Related to the Review of Bell and TELUS 
HSA Interface Rates 


 


Introduction 
1. Pursuant to sections 5 and 7 of the Canadian Radio-television and 


Telecommunications Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, Primus 
Telecommunications Canada Inc. (“Primus”) hereby files a procedural request related 
to the interface rate review component of Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2013-
80, Review of outstanding wholesale high-speed access service issues related to 
interface rates, optional upstream speed rates, and modem certification requirements 
(“Notice 2013-80”), as amended. 


2. Primus is putting forward this request in light of new information contained in Bell 
Aliant Regional Communications, Limited Partnership and Bell Canada’s (together, 
“Bell”)  29 April Reply Comments related to Bell’s definition of the wholesale high-
speed access service (“HSA service”) AHSSPI interface service, equipment inclusions 
and configurations. As this information was not contained in Bell’s 12 April 2013 Tariff 
Notices, Primus was not provided the opportunity comment on this information in its 
22 April 2013 intervention as per the process set out in Notice 2013-80. In addition, 
the procedure established in Notice 2013-80 does not provide the opportunity for 
Primus to further comment on the new information filed in Bell’s reply comments.  
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3. Accordingly, Primus hereby requests that the Commission establish further procedure 
in the form of an interrogatory round that permits parties to pose interrogatories to Bell 
and TELUS Communications Company (“TELUS”), associated deficiency and 
disclosure requests, and subsequent comment filings and reply comment filings. This 
will allow parties to review and comment on the new information provided by Bell in its 
reply comments. It will also allow a similar review of TELUS’ NNI service as 
information similar to that provided by Bell has not been placed on the record by 
TELUS.  


4. Primus notes that the Commission has approved Bell’s proposed AHSSPI rates on an 
interim basis in Telecom Order CRTC 2013-211. It is Primus’ expectation that the 
Commission will similarly approve TELUS’ proposed NNI rates on an interim basis as 
per its direction to TELUS to file a Tariff Notice.1 Accordingly, further process to allow 
for a fulsome review of HSA interface components will not prejudice any party.   


Summary of Process Associated with Notice 2013-80 


5. In summary, the procedure set out in Notice 2013-80 directed Bell and TELUS to file 
cost studies and proposed rates for their HSA interface services by 8 April 2013. This 
date was subsequently extended to 12 April 2013 by the Commission’s letter dated 8 
April 2013. The process dates related to comments (process date extended to 22 April 
2013), and reply comments (process date extended to 29 April 2013) were 
subsequently revised in the Commission’s letter dated 11 April 2013.  


6. In a letter dated 16 April 2013, Vaxination Informatique (“Vaxination”) raised concerns 
related to the absence of a clear definition of the HSA interface service and equipment 
inclusions in Bell’s 12 April 2013 Tariff Notices 449 (for Bell Aliant Atlantic), 440 (for 
Bell Aliant Central) and 7386 (for Bell Canada).2 In a letter also dated 16 April 2013, 
the Canadian Network Operators Consortium (“CNOC”) filed in support of that letter 
and requested that the Commission direct Bell and TELUS to provide this information.   


7. Subsequently, the Commission issued a letter dated 22 April 2013 in which it 
maintained the process dates for comments and reply comments. The Commission 
also indicated that it would establish further process, including interrogatories and 
further comment filings, to address the issues raised by Vaxination and CNOC.  


8. Pursuant to that letter, Primus and other parties filed comments on 22 April 2013 
based on the information contained in Bell and TELUS’ 12 April 2013 filings. 


                                                 
1 Commission 23 April 2013 Letter 
2 Vaxination Informatique, 16 April 2013 Letter, at para. 6. 
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9. On 29 April 2013, Bell filed reply comments that addressed concerns raised by 
interveners. Importantly, Bell’s reply comments provided a definition of the AHSSPI, 
applicable components and related commentary not contained in its 12 April Tariff 
Notices. As a result, parties were not provided the opportunity to comment on this 
information in their 22 April 2013 comments.  


10. Primus notes that CNOC filed a letter dated 2 May 2013 in relation to this new 
information filed by Bell. In that letter, CNOC submitted that Bell should be required to 
offer separate AHSSPI rates based on the applicable AHSSPI configuration and 
should be required to provide the percentage of DSLSPs that utilize each AHSSPI 
configuration.3 


11. Primus is supportive of CNOC’s request. However, Primus is of the view that further 
process is required to fully address the concerns raised by the new information 
contained in Bell’s reply comments related to Bell’s the definition of the AHSSPI, 
equipment inclusions and configurations. Further process would also allow for a 
similar review of TELUS’ NNI service.  


Concerns Raised by the New AHSSPI Information Contained in Bell’s Reply 
Comments 


12. In its reply comments, Bell provides the following diagram containing demarcation 
points and equipment inclusions for its HSA service:4 


 


13. The following provides the relevant equipment inclusions and descriptions related to 
the AHSSPI component as set out by Bell:5   


                                                 
3 CNOC, 2 May 2013 Letter, at paras. 5-6.   
4 Bell, 29 April 2013 Reply Comments, at para. 9. 
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No. Equipment Description 


8 AHSSPI Port The AHSSPI is either a port on an IP Edge Router or an Ethernet 
Switch. 


9 Metro Ethernet Network  Required when the DSLSP is not served by a CO equipped with an IP 
Edge Router.  Consists of multiple Ethernet Switches to carry traffic 
from the DSLSP's Ethernet Switch to the edge of the IP Core. 


10 AHSSPI Port When a DSLSP is served by a CO equipped with an Ethernet Switch 
only, in addition to the costs in No. 9 above the AHSSPI includes a 
port on that Ethernet Switch. 


A Fibre Link/Access – 
DSLSP served by or co-
located (mandated co-
location) in an IP POP 
(Not part of AHSSPI, but 
a required, separate tariff 
element) 


To connect a DSLSP POP to AHSSPI, a DSLSP could purchase either 
GT Item 5020 - Ethernet Access Service or Access Services Tariff 
Item 122 - Ethernet Connecting Link.  Neither (A) nor (B) are part of 
the AHSSPI (or GAS) service but are separate tariff elements that are 
used to connect the DSLSP to the AHSSPI. 


B Fibre Link/Access – 
DSLSP not served by or 
co-located (mandated co-
location) in an IP POP 
(Not part of AHSSPI, but 
a required, separate tariff 
element) 


 
14. As evident, Bell provisions the AHSSPI component in two separate manners. Bell 


provides the following description of the two AHSSPI configuration scenarios:6 


10. The AHSSPI tariff element is shown in the right-hand side of the above 
diagram and can be provisioned in two different manners, depending on the type 
of equipment located in the wire centre serving the DSLSP's POP. 


11. In the first scenario, where the DSLSP's serving wire centre contains an IP 
router and Ethernet switch, the AHSSPI is defined as a port on either the Ethernet 
switch or the IP Edge router. 


12. Whether the AHSSPI is a port on the IP Edge router or the Ethernet switch, in 
order to connect from the DSLSP's point of presence (POP) to the AHSSPI, the 
DSLSP could also purchase Ethernet Access Service (GT Item 5020) or Ethernet 
Connecting Links (AST 122) if it is co-located in the same CO as the AHSSPI.  To 
be clear, as noted above, the Ethernet Access and the Ethernet Connecting Link 
services are separate and distinct from the AHSSPI or any other tariff element in 
the GAS tariff.  Furthermore, neither the Ethernet Access nor the Ethernet 
Connecting Link services include the port on the IP Edge router or Ethernet switch.  
Accordingly, contrary to suggestions by the interveners, there is no double 
counting of cost between these different services. 


                                                                                                                                                    
5 Ibid. 
6 Bell, 29 April 2013 Reply Comments, at paras. 10-14. 
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13. In the second scenario, where the DSLSP's serving wire centre only contains 
an Ethernet switch, the DSLSP's traffic must traverse multiple Ethernet switches in 
the Metro Ethernet network to reach the edge of the IP core.  In this case, the 
AHSSPI costs reflect the cost of a port on the Ethernet switch in the DSLSP's 
serving wire centre, as well as the cost of traversing the Metro Ethernet network.  
None of these costs are included in any other rate element of the GAS tariff, nor 
are they part of the Ethernet Access Service or the Ethernet Connection Link 
which could be used to connect the DSLSP's POP to the AHSSPI port on the 
Ethernet switch in the wire centre serving the DSLSP's POP. 


14. The Companies' proposed AHSSPI rates reflect a weighted average of the 
scenarios described above, where the weights reflect the manner in which and 
where the DSLSPs connect to the Companies' network on a growth basis. 


15. This information raises a number of questions and concerns.  As noted by Bell, the 
second scenario is required where the Bell Central Office (“CO”) serving the DSLSP’s 
Point of Presence (“POP”) is not equipped with an IP Edge Router (“AHSSPI Scenario 
2”). In AHSSPI Scenario 2, the DSLSP connects its POP to the serving Bell CO 
through Ethernet Access Service or through the use of an Ethernet Connecting Link. 
As the serving Bell CO is not equipped with an IP Edge Router, traffic has to be routed 
from that CO (Diagram Point 10) via the Metro Ethernet Network component (Diagram 
Point 9) to the “edge of the IP Core” - presumably, another Bell CO that is equipped 
with an IP Edge Router (e.g. Diagram Point 8).  


16. In contrast, the first scenario (“AHSSPI Scenario 1”) applies where the Bell CO serving 
the DSLSPs POP is equipped with an IP Edge Router. As a result, the DSLSP is able 
to connect its POP directly to that CO (Diagram Point 8) via Ethernet Access Service 
or through the use of an Ethernet Connecting Link.  


17. In essence, it appears to Primus that DSLSPs connecting directly to a Bell CO that is 
equipped with an IP Edge Router in AHSSPI Scenario 1 are subsidizing the costs of 
DSLSPs that do not connect directly to a Bell CO that is equipped with an IP Edge 
Router in AHSSPI Scenario 2.  It is Primus’ initial position that DSLSPs that utilize 
AHSSPI Scenario 1 should not subsidize DSLPs that utilize AHSSPI Scenario 2. 
AHSSPI Scenario 2 appears to be required only as a result of a DSLSP’s choice of 
POP location.    


18. Indeed, if only AHSSPI Scenario 1 existed, all DSLPs would be similarly responsible 
for the costs to connect their POP to a Bell CO equipped with an IP Edge Router, 
regardless of where they have chosen to locate their POP.    


19. This concern is further amplified as the AHSSPI component of other HSA service 
providers consists of only an interface port on a router, consistent with Bell’s AHSSPI 
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Scenario 1 (Diagram Point 8).  Indeed, MTS Inc. and Allstream Inc.’s (“MTS 
Allstream”) VDSL Data Access Service defines the interface component as follows, 
which is approved at a rate of $105.72 per 1Gbps V-AHSSPI:7 


Very High-Speed Aggregated High Speed Service Provider Interface (V-AHSSPI): 
This interface port provides the single point of interconnection to the HSSP and 
supports up to 1,000 Mbps of network 


20. The disparity between the AHSSPI rates proposed by Bell and the rates of other HSA 
service providers therefore raises the concern that the AHSSPI Scenario 2 weighs 
very heavily in the development of the Bell’s blended AHSSPI rate. Indeed, as 
opposed to a single interface port on a router, an additional Metro Ethernet Network 
component and interface port are required in AHSSPI Scenario 2. As a result, the 
number of DSLSPs using AHSSPI Scenario 1 and AHSSPI Scenario 2, the weighting 
factors applied and forecasts used to establish Bell’s proposed blended AHSSPI rate 
are of significant importance and concern to the appropriateness of Bell’s AHSSPI 
definition that includes two distinct configurations. This concern would be underscored 
if, for example, the majority of DSLSPs currently utilize AHSSPI Scenario 1.     


21. Accordingly, further information is required to allow for a fulsome review of the 
appropriateness of Bell’s AHSSPI configurations and proposed rate. If permitted the 
opportunity to pose interrogatories, Primus would seek, for example, responses to the 
following questions: 


• Provide the percentage of Bell COs that are equipped with IP Edge Routers as 
to permit DSLSPs to utilize AHSSPI Scenario 1. Provide the percentage of Bell 
COs that are not equipped with IP Edge Routers as to require AHSSPI 
Scenario 2.  


• Identify the Bell COs that are equipped with IP Edge Routers. 


• Confirm whether DSLSPs are aware of whether AHSSPI Scenario 1 or 
AHSSPI Scenario 2 will apply when they select their Bell serving CO. 


• Confirm whether DSLSPs are able to select any Bell CO as their serving CO. If 
not, explain how a DSLSP’s serving Bell CO is determined.   


• Confirm whether a DSLSP can have multiple Bell COs as their serving COs.  


• Provide the percentage of DSLPs that utilize the AHSSPI Scenario 1 and 
AHSSPI Scenario 2.   


• Provide the percentages of end-users of the DSLPs that utilize AHSSPI 
Scenario 1 and AHSSPI Scenario 2. 


                                                 
7 MTS Allstream Tariff - CRTC 24002 Item 5830.6 
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• Bell states that the, “proposed AHSSPI rates reflect a weighted average of the 
scenarios described above, where the weights reflect the manner in which and 
where the DSLSPs connect to the Companies' network on a growth basis.” 
Provide the methodology, weighting factors and forecasts that are used to 
calculate the weighted average of AHSSPI Scenario 1 and AHSSPI Scenario 2 
for the purpose of calculating the blended AHSSPI rate. 


• Confirm whether the Metro Ethernet Network component in AHSSPI Scenario 
2 contains usage-sensitive components and costs. Confirm whether any other 
AHSSPI component in AHSSPI Scenario 1 and AHSSPI Scenario 2 contains 
usage-sensitive components and costs.  


• Provide separate cost studies and proposed rates for AHSSPI Scenario 1 and 
AHSSPI Scenario 2. 


22. Primus submits this information is required to allow for a fulsome review of the 
appropriateness of Bell’s separate AHSSPI configurations, the resulting proposed 
blended rates and additional concerns such as those identified above.  


Summary 


23. Accordingly, Primus requests that the Commission establish further procedure in the 
form of an interrogatory round that permits parties to pose interrogatories to Bell and 
TELUS, associated deficiency and disclosure requests, and subsequent comment 
filings and reply comment filings. This will allow parties to review and comment on the 
new information provided by Bell in its reply comments. It will also allow a similar 
review of TELUS’ NNI service as information similar to that provided by Bell has not 
been placed on the record by TELUS. 


24. The additional process requested by Primus will not prejudice any party to this 
proceeding. Specifically, the Commission has approved Bell’s proposed AHSSPI rates 
on an interim basis in Telecom Order CRTC 2013-211. It is also Primus’ expectation 
that the Commission will similarly approve TELUS’ proposed NNI rates on an interim 
basis.  As a result, additional process will serve only to allow for a fulsome review of 
Bell and TELUS’ HSA interface components.   


Respectfully, 


 
Christopher K. Hickey 


Cc:  Distribution List – Commission 22 April 2013  


*** End of Document *** 






