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Dear Ms. Soehn:

Re:
TELUS Communications Inc. Tariff Notice No. 485/A, TELUS Communications (B.C.) Inc. Tariff Notice 4170/A

1.
TELUS Communications Inc. (the "former TCI") and TELUS Communications (B.C.) Inc. ("TCBC") amalgamated to form TELUS Communications Inc. ("TCI" or the "Company") effective January 1, 2001.  On October 1, 2001, TELUS Integrated Communications (2000) Inc. ("TIC") was wound up into TCI.

2. TCI is in receipt of comments from Call-Net Enterprises Inc. and GT Group Telecom Services Corp. (together “Call-Net”), dated May 2, 2002 (the “Comments”), regarding the proposed tariff changes filed in former TCI Tariff Notice No. 485 and 485A and TCBC Tariff Notice No. 4170 and 4170-A (collectively “TN-485/A” or the “TN Applications”).  The TN Applications proposed revisions to TCI Carrier Access Tariff (CRTC 18008), Items 250 and 255, Virtual Co-location and Physical Co-location and TCBC Tariff for Interconnection With the Facilities of Interexchange Carriers IXCs) (CRTC 1017), Item 110, Co-location Arrangements for Interconnection Canadian Carriers, (collectively the “Tariffs”), together with accompanying agreements, to reflect the determinations made in Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-5, CRTC sets deadlines for co-location common cost rebates, dated 1 February 2002 (“Decision 2002-5”).

3.
The following constitutes the Company’s reply to Call-Net’s Comments.  Unless otherwise indicated below, TCI denies all allegations made which are inconsistent with its positions as set out in the TN Applications.  Failure to address a particular allegation or argument made in the Comments should not be construed as acceptance of or agreement with that allegation or argument where such acceptance or agreement would be contrary to the interests of TCI.

4.
The Company’s reply comments apply to both TN 485/A and TN 4170/A.  However, as Call-Net has limited its suggested text changes to the Physical Co-location (“PCL”) Agreement for TCI (Alberta) (the “COLA”) with the request that the Commission apply the same principles to both tariff notices, TCI has responded in like fashion.  Similarly, TCI requests that the Commission consider TCI’s comments as applicable to both tariff notices, even though the reply comments may only reference TN 485/A.

5.
In its TN Applications, the Company proposed revisions to the Tariffs to reflect the Commission’s determinations in Decision 2002-5 whereby the Commission established deadlines and associated conditions for the administration of the co-location common cost rebate process by Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (“ILECs”) for Interconnecting Carriers (“ICs”) requesting Type 1 co-location.  The Company also proposed amendments regarding the subject matter of Consensus Reports CLRE020C and CLRE021C with respect to co-location ordering intervals as approved in Decision CRTC 2001-661, dated 22 October 2001 (“Decision 2001-661”), specifically Clauses 2.03, 2.05, 20.06, 20.07 and Schedules “C.1” and “C.2”.

6.
The wording changes that TCI has proposed as reflected in TN 485/A address the determinations of the Commission in Decision 2002-5 and Decision 2001-661.  In its Comments, Call-Net has commented on a number of the revisions proposed by TCI and has also taken the liberty of raising a number of issues well beyond the scope of these Decisions and the TN Applications.  Accordingly, and for the reasons outlined in more detail below, the Company submits that the issues raised by Call-Net, as well as its proposed wording changes, should be rejected.  

TN-485/A and applicability of the common cost rebate process to Type 2 co-location

7.
At paragraph 6 of its Comments, Call-Net asserts that TN 485/A allows the Company to “continue to attribute material amounts of common costs to Type 2 co-locators”.  Call-Net goes on to request, at paragraph 9 of its Comments, that the Co-location Agreements be modified to reflect the inapplicability of common costs to Type 2 co-location.  Call-Net argues that, unlike Physical Type 1 co-location arrangements whereby an ILEC incurs common costs to create space within a central office, Physical Type 2 co-location arrangements do not require the ILEC to incur common costs.

8.
At the outset, the Company reiterates that the changes proposed in the TN Applications are focused primarily on reflecting the determinations of Decision 2002-5 and their applicability to Type 1 co-location arrangements.  The applicability of the common cost rebate process by ILECs to other co-location arrangements other than Physical Type 1 is outside the scope of the Commission’s determinations made in Decision 2002-5, and the TN Applications restrict the applicability of the common cost rebate process to Type 1 co-location.  Furthermore, the potential applicability of a common cost rebate process to other types of co-location arrangements has not, to date, been specifically addressed by the Commission.

9.
TCI notes, however, that Call-Net’s assertion that Physical Type 2 co-location arrangements do not require modifications similar to those carried out with respect to Type 1 co-location, is incorrect.  In fact, it has been the Company’s experience that the creation of common space or infrastructure within a central office that will be shared by subsequent co-locators occurs not only for Physical Type 1 arrangements, but also for Physical Type 2 as well as Virtual co-location arrangements.  An example of such modifications to a central office could include converting a room from its existing use (e.g., administrative purposes) for use as co-location space by performing work including upgrades to environmental conditioning, upgrades to flooring and ceiling areas for equipment installation, removal or replacement of walls, and other upgrades as may be required.  These types of modifications can amount to a significant cost to the initial IC.

10.
For these reasons, and in recognition of the fairness principle established by the Commission in Telecom Decision CRTC 97-15, Co-Location, dated 16 June 1997 (“Decision 97-15”), with respect to the treatment of common costs for Physical Type 1 co-location, TCI is of the view that the common cost rebate process determined by the Commission in Decision 2002-5 should apply to all co-location arrangements, and not be restricted only to Type 1 co-location.  In this way, primary co-locators in respect of any type of co-location arrangement would not be burdened with the entire amount of common costs as a result of being the first IC requesting co-location.  However, as this issue has not come before the Commission as of yet, a process would be required to address such a proposal which would clearly not be specific to TCI alone but rather would be considered in the context of all ILECs.

Call-Net’s proposed modification to Item 255.4.13 to specify Type 1 co-location

11.
At paragraph 9 of its Comments, Call-Net indicates that it has modified Item 255.4.13 to reflect the inapplicability of common costs to Type 2 co-location.  Paragraph 23 of its Comments sets out the proposed wording change, namely the addition of the words “requesting Type 1 co-location” in the context of a subsequent IC’s responsibility to pay a contribution towards common costs.

12.
In response, TCI notes that the proposed tariff wording in TN 485/A in respect to Item 255.4.13 refers to a subsequent IC being responsible for paying a contribution to common costs (within the meaning of Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-5) [italics added].  Further, the covering letter accompanying TN 485/A clearly makes reference to Type 1 co-location.   Accordingly, unless otherwise directed by the Commission, TCI submits that the changes suggested by Call-Net are not necessary.

Call-Net’s suggested changes to the COLA

13.
The following comments correspond to the identified paragraph numbers in Call-Net’s Comments.

Paragraph 10

14.
At paragraph 10 of its Comments, Call-Net refers to section 2.01 of the COLA, and “TELUS’ proposed text” that supposedly “…introduces limitations on co-location availability.”  Call-Net goes on to note that the limitations set out in section 2.01 were addressed in the consensus item, and that in order to “avoid duplication, confusion and contradiction”, the text addressing co-location availability should be removed and replaced with references to Schedule “C.1”, Note 4, and Schedule “C.2”, Note 7.

15. The wording of section 2.01 was not altered in TN 485/A and the wording of this section has been approved by the Commission.  Further, section 2.01 is a general statement which reflects that Physical Co-location is subject to the availability of appropriate floor space, facilities and necessary resources.  Contrary to Call-Net’s assertion, Consensus Report CLRE021C was not intended to override this general qualification; rather, Schedules “C.1” and “C.2” set out the service intervals which apply where this precondition is met (i.e. where appropriate floor space, facilities and the necessary resources are available in order to provide co-location in the central office in question).  The Schedule notes which Call-Net references simply reflect the fact that exceptional circumstances (such as those referenced in the notes) may impact TCI’s ability to deliver co-location services within the intervals set out in such Schedules.  For the above reasons, no change in wording should be made to section 2.01.  

Paragraph 11

16.
At paragraph 11, Call-Net refers to section 2.03 and section 6.03.01 of the COLA, and states that the current text suggests that an application and notification are required when equipment is installed.  Call-Net then goes on to comment that this is “…clearly not the intention and contradicts the consensus reached in CLRE020C on equipment applications.”  Call-Net suggests that this “confusion” can be corrected by adding the word “initial application” in order to clarify that a process exists to notify TCI of a CLEC’s intention to install a particular type of equipment territory-wide as opposed to on a site-specific basis.  Call-Net then goes on to state that “[o]nce duly notified, no application is required to install approved equipment in any CLEC co-location within TELUS territory.” Call-Net later suggests, in paragraph 24 of its Comments where actual COLA wording changes are set out, the deletion of section 6.03.01 in its entirety.

17.
Section 2.03 of the COLA must be read with section 2.05, which describes the circumstances where a new application would not be required.  In particular, the proposed wording of section 2.05 provides that a new application would not be required where there are no impacts on TCI facilities or installations, nor any change in power consumption or heat generation.  Section 4.0 of Consensus Report CLRE020C contemplates that the ILEC will request a standard co-location application where there is a requirement for environmental assessment or reconditioning.  In fact, the standard service delivery intervals set out in the tables included in Consensus Report CLRE021C include appropriate intervals, calculated from the time the initial application is submitted, in respect of rearrangements of infrastructure and for rearrangements of power.  (Section 2.0 of Consensus Report CLRE021C describes a rearrangement of power as an upgrade or downgrade of existing power facilities provisioned for the applicant, and a rearrangement of infrastructure as an upgrade or downgrade of existing infrastructure, including things such as HVAC rebalance, overhead racking work or alteration to co-location room dimensions).  In this way, the process for addressing applicable charges remains intact where modifications to the central office premises are required.   As a result, and given that additional applications will follow the initial application for co-location, the wording change which Call-Net has suggested in respect to section 2.03 should be rejected. 

18. TN 485/A does not propose any amendments to section 6.03.01 of the COLA, the wording of which has been approved by the Commission, nor is this provision the subject matter of Decision 2001-661 or Decision 2002-5.  Section 6.03.01 is included for safety and security considerations with respect to activities being undertaken within TCI central office premises.  Accordingly, the suggested amendment is beyond the scope of what should be considered in the context of TN 485/A.

Paragraph 12

19.
At paragraph 12 of its Comments, Call-Net states that in section 2.03.01 and section 20.02, the PCL Tariff overlaps the COLA with regards to co-location eligible equipment, and goes on to state that “[t]o avoid any confusion and contradiction, Call-Net recommends that all co-location equipment issues be centralized in the PCL Tariffs and be subject to CRTC Order 2001-780.”  Call-Net asserts that wherever co-location equipment issues are discussed in the COLA, they should be removed and replaced with references to the PCL Tariff.

20.
The wording changes which TCI proposed in respect to the COLA in TN 485/A did not include changes to section 2.03.01 as regards references to co-location eligible equipment – indeed, section 2.03.01 makes no mention of co-location eligible equipment.  Nor did TCI propose any wording changes in respect to section 20.02 of the COLA, which contains wording that has been approved by the Commission.  

21.
Further, section 2.02 of the COLA states that “[o]nly Transmission Equipment as defined in the PCL Tariff may be co-located in the TELUS Premises.”  The PCL Tariff, in turn, defines Transmission Equipment as follows:

“Transmission Equipment” means IC-provided equipment that:

1.
is necessary for interconnection with TCI network facilities or access to TCI unbundled-network-components, with the use of all functions of such equipment, including switching and routing functionality, being permitted under this arrangement;

2.
is not ineligible pursuant to the equipment lists provided for in Order CRTC 2001-780; and

3.
meets all industry standards as referred to in the Co-location Agreement.

22.
Accordingly, there is no “confusion and contradiction” as alleged by Call-Net as regards the manner in which eligible equipment is addressed in the COLA and PCL Tariff, and the Tariffs specifically refer to Order CRTC 2001-780.  Consequently, Call-Net’s suggested amendments are not required. 

23. In fact, in the guise of avoiding confusion and contradiction in its proposed wording changes, Call-Net has proposed substantive amendments to section 20.02 of the COLA which go well beyond clarification of “eligible equipment”.  Call-Net has proposed the deletion of the requirement to ensure that Transmission Equipment complies with applicable industry, governmental and TCI standards, which is required wording and is directly related to the third component of the definition of Transmission Equipment as set out in the PCL Tariff. 

Paragraph 13

24.
At paragraph 13 of its Comments, Call-Net refers again to section 2.03.01, and the manner in which the term “PCL Availability Date” is referenced in the COLA.  In particular, Call-Net objects to the use of “anticipated” in conjunction with PCL Availability Date, claiming that it does not adequately reflect the importance of the date.

25.
TCI is very mindful of the time frames within which co-location is to be provided and the specific time intervals that are set out in Schedules “C.1” and “C.2” of the COLA in that regard.  In fact, Note 4 of Schedule “C.1” and Note 7 of Schedule “C.2” both state that TCI shall “use all reasonable efforts to make such arrangements available within the specified intervals.”  The use of the term “anticipated” simply recognizes the fact that the originally planned PCL Availability Date is subject to potential amendment, such as is contemplated and provided for in Decision 2002-5.  In fact, at paragraph 21 of Decision 2002-5 the Commission itself refers to the co-location effective date as representing the “planned date when a subsequent co-locator would like to have its co-location arrangement come into effect” [italics added].  The COLA has previously contained references to “anticipated PCL Availability Date” in section 2.03.01, and such wording has been approved by the Commission.  The implications of failing to meet the PCL Availability Date are addressed in section 2.03.02 of the COLA.

Paragraph 14

26.
In paragraph 14 of its Comments, Call-Net requests that wording changes be made to section 2.03.02 in respect to the consequences flowing from a failure to meet targeted dates, including the incorporation of a penalty where a delay is due to TCI.

27. In these comments, Call-Net raises an issue which was not the subject of consideration in Decision 2001-661 or Decision 2002-5 and, accordingly, is not an appropriate issue to raise in the context of TN 485/A.  The changes which TCI has proposed to section 2.03.02 were intended to incorporate wording changes to reflect the process changes further to the common cost rebate process established by the Commission in Decision 2002-5, as well as the inclusion of the service delivery intervals as set out in Schedules “C.1” and “C.2” of the COLA.  There was no suggestion, in either Decision 2001-661 or in Decision 2002-5, of the introduction of a penalty to TCI for missed co-location availability dates, and a substantive change of this nature is beyond the scope of TN 485/A.  Further, if it were to be considered at all, an issue of this nature must, out of fairness, be considered in the context of all ILECs.

Paragraph 15

28. Call-Net requests that the provisions in section 2.03.03 regarding amending and re-submitting an existing application be extended to situations “…where the grounding plan and or the equipment and cabling limitations need to be changed.”  This request is beyond the scope of TN 485/A, and should not be considered in this context.  

Paragraphs 16, 17 and 18

29.
In paragraphs 16 through 18 of its Comments, Call-Net again raises the issue of the requirement for an application for co-location.  See, in this regard, TCI’s comments in paragraphs 16 and 17 above.  Further, the process for addressing charges related to environmental or power changes must remain intact, or an alternate process implemented to enable TCI to recover costs associated with changes to existing power facilities (“Rearrangement – Power” as per Section 2.0 of Consensus Report CLRE021C) or changes to other existing infrastructure, such as HVAC rebalance, overhead racking work, or alteration to co-location room dimensions (“Rearrangement – Infrastructure” as per Section 2.0 of Consensus Report CLRE021C).  Only in instances where the equipment being added is within the provisioned power and environmental conditioning parameters then existing in the premises in question would the co-locator be allowed to install additional or replacement equipment without an accompanying application.  In any event, where an application for co-location is not required as provided for in section 2.05 of the COLA, advance notice must still be provided to TCI of any modifications to an existing Physical Co-location arrangement, including particulars concerning equipment changes. 

30.
TCI has also proposed wording changes to Article 20 (i.e. new sections 20.06 and 20.07) to address the issues covered in the first two paragraphs of Section 4.0 of Consensus Report CLRE020C related to the provision of engineering records that demonstrate the overall environmental requirements of the co-locator’s installed equipment, as well as Infrastructure Rearrangement Requests.

Paragraph 19

31.
In paragraph 19 of its Comments, Call-Net objects to the wording of section 2.06 as regards applicable cancellation costs where an application for co-location is cancelled following acceptance of the Secondary Report.  No wording changes were proposed by TCI in TN 485/A in respect to section 2.06, apart from changing of the term “Second Report” to “Secondary Report” (to reflect the common terminology used within the industry), nor was the subject matter of this provision addressed in Decision 2001-661 or Decision 2002-5.  The existing wording (apart from the terminology change included in TN 485/A) has been approved by the Commission, and the change Call-Net has requested in respect to section 2.06 is beyond the scope TN 485/A and should not be considered.  

Paragraph 20

32.
In paragraph 20 of its Comments, Call-Net takes issue with the wording that TCI has proposed for a new section 2.07 of the COLA.  Call-Net comments that the Commission did not address the issue of billing for non-recurring costs (as opposed to common costs) in Decision 2002-5.
  However, the Commission did note TCI’s concerns that late payments and bad debts associated with co-location impose an undue level of financial risk on ILECs (paragraph 28 of Decision 2002-5).  The Commission went on to comment, in paragraph 30 of Decision 2002-5, that rebates should be issued as soon as possible after the ILEC receives payment of the common costs and access to the site should not be withheld if non-recurring costs are in arrears [italics added].   The Commission then directed, in paragraph 31, that the ILEC should first apply any partial payments to common costs before applying to non-recurring costs.  These statements, it is submitted, imply that the ILEC would have the ability to bill for non-recurring costs in advance of the co-location effective date, but that access to the site would not be withheld if non-recurring costs are in arrears, whereas access could be withheld where common costs remain unpaid (provided that common costs are billed within the required time period specified in Decision 2002-5).  The wording which TCI has proposed for the new section 2.07 of the COLA is consistent with this understanding. 

Paragraph 21

33.
At paragraph 21 of its Comments, Call-Net comments on the provisions regarding “customer of record” for the purposes of ordering unbundled loops, connecting links and other associated services, and suggests a revision to the wording of section 22.07 of the COLA to provide that the determination of the customer of record should be a joint decision between TCI and the primary co-locator.  

34.
Call-Net states that the proposed wording in section 22.07 “is a reversal of the original position taken by TELUS during CLG discussions…” but fails to also add that the wording in question has been submitted as a result of discussions which took place at the CISC CLG (CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee Co-location Group) on June 25, 2001, where TCI and Bell Canada indicated that, due to operational and technical issues, it was preferred that the sublicensee be responsible for interconnecting links and other services, rather than the IC in all instances.  This change was agreed to, and the action item from the minutes in question states:

TELUS and Bell will need to amend the COLA removing the restriction that the IC must be the customer of record for IC links.

35.
This revision was consistent with the position of the CLECs to have the sublicensee responsible for IC links, as discussed at the March 26, 2001 meeting of the CISC CLG. 

36. The proposed wording for section 22.07 of the COLA states that the customer of record for all purposes in connection with the COLA, Tariffs and the provision of all services and facilities to the IC or the Sublicensee (as defined in the COLA) would be the IC, except as otherwise provided.  The provision goes on to state that TCI may, in its discretion determine, for operational or technical reasons, that the customer of record should be the Sublicensee.  TCI has intentionally avoided referring to specific services in this regard, in order to preserve some flexibility and to avoid the necessity of having to amend the wording of this section as circumstances might change.  Further, TCI is in the best position to determine who the customer of record should be (rather than by way of a joint decision, as suggested by Call-Net), having regard to its own internal technical and operational considerations.  As a result, the wording proposed by Call-Net should be rejected.

Paragraph 24

37.
TCI does not propose to address, in detail, the specific wording changes set out by Call-Net at paragraph 24 of its Comments that take into account the issues raised in paragraphs 10 to 21 of its Comments.  TCI has stated its position in respect to the issues raised by Call-Net above and, for the reasons provided, submits that all of the wording changes proposed by Call-Net should be rejected.  

38.
TCI observes, however, that Call-Net has incorrectly reproduced the text of section 20.06 of the COLA as proposed by TCI (renumbered as section 20.07 in paragraph 24 of the Call-Net Comments) or, alternatively, has failed to revision-mark its proposed wording changes to that section.

Other Changes

Paragraph 25

39.
At paragraph 25 of its Comments, Call-Net states that “…the proposed COLA does not reflect all Commission determination [sic] on co-location.”  It then goes on to refer to section 4.01(b), and states that it needs to be updated pursuant to Order CRTC 2001-695.

40.
In Order CRTC 2001-695 dated 10 September 2001, the Commission directed TCI and other ILECs to issue revised tariff pages allowing an existing Type 1 co-locator that has exhausted its initial 20 square metre maximum in a central office to acquire additional Type 1 co-location space in the central office, where space is available, in increments of one square metre (paragraph 16).  

41.
Section 4.01(b) of the COLA is a general provision relating to the grant of a non-exclusive license to use floor space, and is expressly subject to the rates, terms and conditions specified in the Tariffs as well as the COLA.  Section 4.01(b) has never included the specific restriction on space, which is, on the other hand, addressed in the Tariffs.

42. Further to Order 2001-695, TCI did issue revised tariff pages as directed by the Commission in Order 2001-695 (see CRTC 18008,Tariff Item 255.1).  As a result, TCI has fully complied with the requirements of Order 2001-695, and no further amendments are required.  It should be noted, in any event, that paragraph 15 of Order 2001-695 states that ILECs and entrants may apply to the Commission for assistance in resolving issues related to the acquisition of co-location space in a central office. 

Paragraphs 26 and 27

43.
In paragraphs 26 and 27 of its Comments, Call-Net raises issues that are clearly beyond the scope of TN 485/A and Decisions 2001-661 and 2002-5.  Accordingly, and given that these COLA provisions have been approved by the Commission, TCI does not intend, within the context of TN 485/A, to comment on Call-Net’s statements as regards these provisions.

44.
In these paragraphs, Call-Net also states that it believes that a review of the COLA “is now warranted”, and suggests that “the Commission create a forum for the industry to review and standardize all COLAs across Canada”.  Call-Net goes on to request that the Commission mandate that such a review be limited to 90 days.

45.
In Telecom Decision CRTC 94-19, Review of Regulatory Framework, dated 16 September 1994 (“Decision 94-19”), the Commission directed AGT (now TCI) and the other Stentor companies to file tariffs for unbundling and co-location.  TCI and Stentor filed their initial tariffs for co-location on January 16, 1995.  Following the filing of the Tariffs and accompanying co-location agreements, the Commission initiated Telecom Public Notice CRTC 95-13 Implementation of Regulatory Framework – Co-location, dated 20 March 1995 (“PN 95-13”), calling for comment on the proposed co-location tariffs.  PN 95-13 was a lengthy proceeding including extensive interrogatories, and all interested parties were provided with full and ample opportunity to participate.  PN 95-13 ultimately led to the issuance of Decision 97-15, where a number of co-location principles were established and direction was provided in respect to required amendments to the co-location Tariffs and agreements as previously filed.  Further clarification was provided in Telecom Order CRTC 97-1926 dated 23 December 1997.  

46.
In short, the COLAs and the specific provisions contained therein, came about as a result of a lengthy and extensive public process, during the course of which the specific clauses were subject to a great degree of scrutiny and assessment.  As circumstances have evolved, appropriate amendments have been made to the COLA provisions, further to applicable Commission Orders and Decisions.  TCI submits that there is no compelling need to revisit the arduous process that led to the approval of the COLAs, and that changing circumstances and issues have been adequately addressed since the initial approval of the COLAs through the CISC process, and at times through Part VII applications, in conjunction with Commission Orders and Decisions.

Conclusion

47
In summary, contrary to Call-Net’s claim, the Company’s TN Applications have proposed to only apply the common costs rebate process to Type I Co-location in accordance with Decision 2002-5.  In addition, the changes address the co-location ordering intervals as approved in Decision 2001-661.  In its Comments, Call-Net has introduced a number of proposals which open up approved COLA wording, and go beyond the scope of Decision 2002-5 or Decision 2001-661 which proposals should, therefore, be rejected.  Should the Commission consider addressing such issues, then it is critical that such issues be addressed in the context of all ILECs, and not TCI in isolation, prior to making any determinations on such issues.  Accordingly, for the reasons outlined above, TCI respectfully submits that the wording changes proposed by Call-Net should be rejected and the Company’s TN Application be approved as filed.

Yours truly,

Deo Mathura

Director, Regulatory Compliance & Tariffs

BN/dt

XC:
CRTC, Public Examination Rooms: Vancouver, Edmonton, Ottawa


Teresa Griffin-Muir, AT&T Canada


Fiona Gilfillan, GT Group Telecom Services


Dave Bell, CRTC

� Common costs are costs that are incurred to create common space or infrastructure within a central office that will be shared by any subsequent co-locators (paragraph 2, Decision 2002-5), whereas non-recurring costs relate only to any charges for work done to meet the requirements of a subsequent co-locator (paragraph 5, Decision 2002-5).  
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