3.0
THE COMPANIES' PROPOSALS

3-1  The Companies' proposals are designed to achieve the three pre‑eminent objectives of fairness (which incorporates the objective of affordability), competition and investment.  In this section, the Companies describe their pricing flexibility proposals for basic residential local services, business and other services that still require upward constraints, and local payphone services.  The Companies also discuss the criteria proposed for not imposing upward pricing constraints on certain Utility services and certain other aspects of their proposals.  These include pricing flexibility issues, the Companies' Residential Quality of Service Guarantee (RSQG) proposal and their Service Improvement Programs (SIPs).  The Companies' proposals with regards to the treatment of Competitor Service prices and the harmful effects of other parties' proposals regarding the pricing of services provided to competitors are addressed in section 5.0.  Quality of Service issues related to services provided to competitors, and the Companies' proposals to remove upward pricing constraints from the Basic Toll Schedule and credit card surcharges, and to further streamline the regulatory process are addressed in section 6.0.  

3-2 In section 4.0, the Companies demonstrate that their pricing flexibility proposals ensure that rates are affordable and fair to customers, foster the development of local competition and encourage investment.  

3-3 Section 4.0, also discusses how their proposals will encourage the development of local competition.  In this regard, the Companies first provide an assessment of the current competitive landscape in the local residential and business markets and discuss how the application of an X‑factor to reduce prices would be inappropriate and contrary to the attainment of policy goals.  Finally, the Companies comment on how their proposals will encourage investment in the industry, investment that is necessary for competition to evolve in the local market, and for customers to be able to receive traditional and advanced telecommunications services.

3.1
Basic Residential Local Service 

3-4 For basic residential local services, the Companies propose that, on average, rates in non‑high cost areas be allowed to increase at most by the rate of inflation in each year, with a cap of 10% applied to price increases at the rate element level.  This proposed upward pricing constraint is intended to assure customers that through real price freezes, the prices for services will remain fair, as discussed in section 4.1 below.  At the same time, the proposed pricing flexibility provides the right signal to the marketplace and is thus conducive to competitive entry in the residential market.  

3-5 For basic residence service in high‑cost serving areas (HCSAs), each of the Companies proposed the flexibility to increase rates by more than the rate of inflation, but in each year, limited to a maximum of $2 per line per month.
  The particular flexibility requested and the specific pace of increases differ across the companies to reflect different conditions within each company's operating territory and are discussed in the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission.
   However, the basis for the proposed flexibility is similar.  The Companies are proposing additional pricing flexibility in HCSAs in order to reduce the extent to which these services are dependent on external subsidies.
 
3.2 Business and Other Capped Services
3-6 For business, digital access and certain other services where upward pricing constraints are still needed, the Companies have proposed to constrain price changes by the rate of inflation each year, while imposing an annual 10% limit on increases at the rate element level. This pricing flexibility proposal will further encourage the growth of local competition in the business market by sending the signal to competitors that regulation will no longer be forcing prices down.  The specific services that would be subject to these constraints are listed in The Companies(CRTC)16Mar01‑205 PC.  SaskTel's proposed treatment of business services and the specific services subject to those constraints are described in section 2.0 of SaskTel's 31 May 2001 submission and in SaskTel(CRTC)16Mar01-205 PCR. 

3.3
Local Payphone Service
3-7 As discussed in section 6.3.3 of the Companies' 31 May 2001 submission, Bell Canada proposes that prices for local coin calls at its indoor payphones be allowed to rise to $0.50 per call and that a $0.50 charge be introduced for local directory assistance calls from indoor payphones.  The charge for local coin calls at outdoor payphones would not change and local directory assistance from outdoor payphones would remain free of charge.  This proposal is consistent with the objective of enhancing competitiveness while preserving affordability as discussed in further detail in section 4.1.5.  

3-8 None of the other companies have proposed any predetermined upward pricing flexibility for local payphone services in this proceeding.  Under the Companies' proposal, any future changes to local payphone service prices by any one company would have to be justified on their own merits via a separate application. 

3.4
Services Not Subject to Upward Pricing Constraints 

3-9 Under the Companies' proposal, upward pricing constraints would apply only to the set of services for which there are sound public policy reasons for the continued application of such constraints.  Where no such rationale can be applied, the services in question should remain free of regulatory oversight.  As Mr. Farmer noted in his testimony during cross‑examination by Mr. Janigan:

"There is another principle that we think should be adopted, and that principle should be where it isn't necessary to regulate, then regulation shouldn't happen.  So where it isn't necessary, in our view, to impose regulatory upward pricing constraints, then those upward pricing constraints should be relieved.  Just as a matter of principle, they should be relieved."

3-10 Different criteria may be used to determine when upward pricing constraints are not required.  For one, when a service is discretionary, customers choose to purchase or not purchase the service according to their tastes and their evaluation of the value provided by the service relative to its price.  For such services, there is no fundamental policy requirement that is met through the imposition of upward pricing constraints.  Local options and features are an example of such services. 

3-11 Second, there are access services that today are subject to a substantial level of competitive supply.  Where the level of competition is sufficient to protect the interests of consumers, there is no public policy requirement to include such services in a price cap structure.  The Companies have proposed to identify such services on the basis of their proposed competitiveness test.  At this time, except for SaskTel, the basic business access services and digital access services in Band A of the Companies' operating territories meet the criteria specified in the competitiveness test and therefore, upward constraints for these services are not needed.  Aliant Telecom has also demonstrated that its basic residence access services in Band A would meet the competitiveness test.
  

3-12 Third, there are services like Centrex which are close substitutes for services that are capped and are price positioned against those services.  With basic business access services capped or otherwise constrained by market forces,
 there is no need to place upward pricing constraints on Centrex rates. 

3-13 Finally, there are services whose rates are already constrained by factors independent of the price regulatory regime and hence any further constraints on the rates for these services would be redundant.  Services offered under certain Special Facilities Tariffs, namely those that are offered under fixed‑price long‑term contracts fall into this category.  In this case, the terms and conditions of the specific contracts, in and of themselves, impose pricing constraints on the affected services.
  

3.4.1
Optional Local Services
3-14 The Companies have proposed that discretionary services, such as optional local services, should not be subject to upward pricing constraints.  Furthermore, no party to this proceeding has disagreed.  The very fact that these services are discretionary means that customers have the ability to choose to take these services or not, which acts to discipline prices for these services, as Mr. Farmer noted during cross‑examination by Ms. Lawson:
"The reason an upper restraint isn't required is that if we were to increase our prices to levels that were, I think you said, beyond reasonable by anybody's standard, we would quickly find, because our customers would consider them to be beyond reasonable, that we would find that they would no longer be taking the services.  It is that dynamic which, in our view, allows the regulatory regime not to impose upper pricing constraints on those services, just as it has not for the last four years."

3-15 Customers are able to discipline prices through their actions, as re‑iterated by Ms. Highet in the following exchange:
"COMMISSIONER LANGFORD: Well, at this point, under the present system and under the proposed system -- the Bell proposal, that is, the Companies proposal -- there is no ceiling on these prices.  That seems to be the interpretation that has been generally accepted.

MS. HIGHET: Can I comment on that?  I believe that the customer puts that ceiling.  I believe that the customer, through their actions, by either taking these services or disconnecting these services, puts that ceiling."

3-16 Moreover, the approach that Bell Canada is taking with regards to optional local services is to provide customers additional value and lower prices through the bundling of popular features, as Ms. Highet indicated in discussion with Mr. Langford:
"One of the ways that we are addressing all of the other issues that you were talking about specifically is through our bundles.  Our bundles, which is what we are focusing on, is to really provide to our customers a combination of the services that are most popular and provide an effective discount.  In the last number of months, that is where our focus has been in order to bring more and more bundles out to the marketplace from a marketing strategy perspective, and provide the effective discount associated with it."

3-17 The Commission has consistently recognized the discretionary nature of the Companies' optional local services.  In Decision 97‑9, the Commission stated:
"The Commission's policy with respect to certain Utility segment services, such as optional local services, has been to price these services to maximize contribution in order to keep rates for basic residential local service as low as possible.  Given the discretionary nature of this class of services, the Commission is of the view that an upper pricing constraint is not warranted.  Accordingly, the Commission concludes that services priced to maximize contribution are appropriately excluded from the price cap regime."

3-18 The Commission reconfirmed its determination that prices for these services need not be capped because they are considered discretionary in Order 2001‑253.  In this Order, the Commission approved Bell Canada's request for Review and Vary of Orders 2000‑1148 and 2000‑1149 wherein the Commission denied Bell Canada's proposal to increase rates for certain calling features and packages (in Tariff Notice Nos. 6523 and 6524).
 
3-19 Although there is no set definition of what constitutes a discretionary service, one of the criteria that should certainly be taken into account in assessing whether or not a particular service can be so categorized is the penetration rate associated with the service, as discussed by Mr. Farmer during cross‑examination by Mr. Janigan:
"As you know, there are other areas of our evidence and proposal that talk about certain services being discretionary.  We don't think basic telephone service is discretionary.  We consider it to be essential.  That is why we have absolutely no qualms, in a time when there is very little competition, to have regulation there.

I don't know what determines what is discretionary and what is essential, which I think is really at the heart of this discussion.

One of the things that we do look to, however, is penetration rates.  The penetration rates of the services which we think are discretionary are certainly well under 50 per cent.  The ones that we would consider to be essential would be considerably higher than that, I would think."

3-20 Bell(CRTC)26Jun01‑1204 PC shows that the percentage of customers who choose to take optional services varies considerably, but the penetration rates for even the most popular features are well below levels that could reasonably be considered to indicate that the features are "essential".  While these figures have been filed in confidence, it is safe to say that none reaches even half the population.  

3-21 Optional local services, as the Commission has recognized, clearly fall into the category of discretionary services, which by itself provides sufficient pricing discipline for these services.  Consequently, there is no need to implement upward pricing constraints on rates for these services, just as there was no need to establish such constraints during the initial price cap period.
3-22 In addition, in Decision 2000‑745, the Commission determined that under the new contribution regime, the subsidy requirement for 2002 and beyond would be calculated by taking into account contribution from optional local services of $60 per line per year in high‑cost areas.  The Commission thus established a regime whereby the risks of not achieving the $60 target in high‑cost areas would be borne by the serving carrier and the rewards associated with beating the target sill accrue to the serving carrier.  It would be entirely inconsistent with the contribution regime to establish a target as an incentive and, at the same time, impose upward constraints on price changes for optional local services, which would in effect deny the Companies the flexibility to meet or beat the target.  This was also recognized by the Commission in Order 2001‑253 discussed above.
 
3-23 Finally, imposing upward constraints on optional local services would be inconsistent with the objective of fostering competition in the local market.  By placing upward pricing constraints on these services, the Commission would in effect fail to allow rates to rise to market levels which would dampen prospects for competitors.
3-24 For all of the above reasons, it would be inappropriate to place upward constraints on optional local services.  
3.4.2 The Competitiveness Test

3-25 The Companies have proposed that the Commission adopt a competitiveness test for capped Utility services which would provide a well‑defined benchmark that could determine when a specific capped service has achieved a level of competitive supply such that the service could be freed from the application of upward pricing constraints and hence become uncapped.  The proposed test reflects the Companies' views on the appropriate span of regulation as discussed by Mr. Farmer with Mr. Janigan and noted earlier, namely, that if regulation is not required, then it should be removed.
  

3-26 The Companies propose to apply two criteria to determine whether competition has developed to a sufficient degree to remove upward pricing constraints.  The first criterion is that at least 5% of the relevant market has actually been lost to facilities‑based competitors.  The second criterion is that competitive alternatives are available to at least 30% of customers in the relevant market.

3-27 The specific test proposed by the Companies is modeled on the test adopted by the Commission to determine whether basic cable television distributors should be deregulated.  The model was adopted by the Companies as it is well known to the Commission and captures what the Companies believe are the relevant parameters to use in such an assessment.  The general objective of the competitiveness test was to establish measurable criteria which would allow regulation to transition toward forbearance.

3-28 Further, as Mr. Farmer pointed out in responding to questions from Commissioner Langford:

"The cable test was there in front of us.  So why did we use a cable test? Answer one, it had the right parameters; answer two, it was there.  

They could have been other numbers, absolutely.  And I suppose the second choice would have been higher numbers on both of the parameters.  That is why I indicated maybe 10/40, 15/40, 15/45.

…Picking the right numbers, I recognize, is somewhat subjective."

3-29 In The Companies(GT)26Jun01‑9 g) PC, the Companies identified a number of other jurisdictions that use a similar approach, though they may use different specific criteria, to determine whether a service should be subject to price regulation.  For example, the Canadian Transportation Agency only regulates the price charged between two points if a licensee (including its affiliates) is the only company providing service between those points.

3-30 As well, in the State of Arkansas, a local exchange carrier that has been under price cap regime for a three year period may exclude from price caps any basic local exchange service provided in an exchange where another provider is offering the same services.  Rates for these services do not require approval of the state regulatory Commission.

3-31 Similarly, in Illinois, amendments to the Public Utilities Act approved in 2001 exclude from regulation any service for an identifiable class or group of customers in an exchange, group of exchanges, or some other clearly defined geographical area, if the service, its functional equivalent or a substitute service is reasonably available from more than one service provider.  

3-32 Finally, the FCC under its price cap framework for incumbent local exchange carriers grants regulatory relief from price caps upon the satisfaction of certain competitive standards.  These are also based on the extent to which competitive alternatives are available. 

3-33 Another purpose of the Companies' proposed competitiveness test is to function as a competitive safeguard.  As competitors roll out their services, they may fear that ILECs will eliminate or curtail competitive inroads by reducing rates for services in more competitive segments of the market and make up the lost revenues by increasing rates for services in the same basket in less competitive market segments.  This incentive is removed if the services subject to competitive pressures are removed from the capped services baskets.  This aspect of the competitiveness test was described in detail by Mr. Farmer during cross‑examination by Mr. Janigan:

"The essence of the fear is that the prices [in a capped basket] are linked, i.e., the prices in the less competitive areas could be linked with prices in the more competitive areas in the following way:  You could lower the ones in the more competitive areas, increase the ones in the less competitive areas, and you have made your competitive response but the same number of dollars are coming in.  That is the theory.  The prices are linked because they are in the same basket.

What we had proposed was a way to de‑link those prices, to allay that fear by saying:  All right, we will isolate the pricing action in the less competitive areas from the pricing action in the more competitive areas.  We will remove the incentive we would otherwise have to increase some prices to pay for decreases somewhere else."

3-34 To ensure that customers in uncapped market segments who do not have competitive alternatives available to them also benefit from the flexibility afforded by uncapping services, the Companies propose to maintain rate averaging across all segments of the market that would be uncapped as a result of meeting this test.  

3.5
Other Aspects of the Companies' Proposals
3.5.1
Pricing Flexibility Issues
3-35 The Companies' proposals regarding upward pricing flexibility were discussed in the previous sections.  Regarding the flexibility to lower prices, the imputation test, as it is defined today, is all that is necessary to protect against anti‑competitive pricing practices.  As explained by Dr. Taylor:

"The economically sound protection against anti‑competitive pricing in areas subject to competition is to implement a price floor (based on incremental costs and imputing contribution from essential competitor services), not to try to restrict the excess ILEC revenue that supposedly would be used to subsidize anticompetitive pricing.  Funds in a firm are fungible, and there is no meaningful connection between an ability to charge supra‑competitive prices in one area and an incentive to charge below‑cost prices in another.  Rather, the mechanism of requiring retail service prices to pass a cross‑subsidy or imputation test solves the problem directly.  Irrespective of price levels or changes in areas not currently subject to competition, so long as ILEC prices meet the appropriate price floor in areas subject to competition, customers are made better off, not worse off, by price competition."

3-36 Both Call‑Net and Group Telecom have proposed mechanisms that restrict ILEC pricing flexibility.  As explained below, the mechanisms proposed by Call‑Net and Group Telecom would lessen competition, customer choice and service innovation and would be harmful to customers. 

3-37 Today, the Commission does not deprive customers of benefits that would result from pricing of services using normal business practices such as the use of multi‑year contracts or the incumbents' ability to compete with competitors.  Accordingly, the Commission should be wary of any suggestions that place restrictions on the incumbents in a manner that is both 

inconsistent with the normal functioning of competitive markets and more restrictive than conditions of monopoly supply.

3.5.1.1
Call‑Net's Tag Along Mechanism Limits the Companies' Pricing Flexibility and Is Anti‑Competitive

3-38 Call‑Net proposes a pricing restriction on the incumbents which it calls a "Tag Along" mechanism, that would apply to certain retail services provided by the incumbents.  Under the Tag Along mechanism, any rate change to an incumbent's Utility service would have to apply, in percentage terms, equally in all areas of the incumbent's operating territory.
  For example, if Bell Canada were to reduce the rate for business primary exchange service (PES) in Toronto by 5%, then it would have to reduce the rates in all other towns and cities in its serving area by 5%.
  Similarly, if Bell Canada were to increase the rate for PES in an area where rates are below costs, the Company would be forced to increase rates in all areas, by the same percentage, including Toronto and Montréal.

3-39 Underlying Call‑Net's proposal would appear to be a concern that, absent some safeguards, the incumbents have an incentive to increase prices in less competitive areas.  It should first be noted that simultaneously increasing prices in one area and lowering prices in another area cannot be considered anti‑competitive unless the prices were lowered below cost.  The imputation test ensures that this cannot happen.

3-40 Consequently, the Tag Along mechanism is unnecessary to protect against anti‑competitive pricing.  Further, the Tag Along mechanism is inimical to competition and harmful to customers.  

3-41 Call‑Net claims that the Tag Along mechanism emulates a situation of competitive supply in all geographic areas and acts as a safeguard for customers in non‑competitive areas and competitors in competitive areas.
  In reality, the application of this mechanism would reduce the incumbents' ability to compete and react to price changes in the marketplace.
  This is because an incumbent would have to consider the financial impacts of changing prices across its territory before reacting to competitors' price changes or initiating price changes.  Such artificial financial constraints would lessen market‑driven price competition and the consequent benefits to customers.  This is harmful to customers as they would be denied the benefit that competition brings when competitors are unencumbered by artificial restrictions.

3-42 The negative effects of the Tag Along mechanism on customers and competition would adversely impact much of the telecommunications market.  Indeed, Call‑Net proposes to apply the Tag Along mechanism to a vast majority of Utility services and non‑forborne services in the Competitive segment.
  Dr. Taylor explained this in his rebuttal evidence as follows:

"…such a rule would reduce the incidence of price competition experienced by the bulk of Canadian customers in areas were competitors choose to enter.  The only beneficiaries would be entrants who would face the prospect of more limited price competition in the urban business markets they already find to be profitable."

3-43 Despite the Tag Along constraint, there may be instances where the incumbent would find it financially prudent to react by reducing prices in all areas in order to protect market share in an area where competitors engage in price reductions.  This would reduce service margins in all areas, and would particularly lessen incentives for entry into areas where competitors do not currently compete.

3.5.1.2
Group Telecom's Proposed Prohibitions on the ILECs' Use of Multi‑Year Contracts Are Anti‑Competitive and Harmful to Customers

3-44 Group Telecom proposes a number of prohibitions on the ILECs' use of multi‑year contracts which serve to limit ILECs' pricing flexibility. 

3-45 Group Telecom claims that these prohibitions are required because the use of multi‑year contracts by ILECs in the provision of retail services:

· is an artificial impediment to customer acquisition;

· limits the choice of end‑users;

· artificially depresses the size of the markets addressable by CLECs; and

· hampers their ability to recover the investments made to connect the buildings where tenants are 'locked‑up' in multi‑year contracts.

3-46 Group Telecom's proposal violates a fundamental business principle ‑ the ability of two parties to enter into a contractual arrangement for the mutual benefit of the parties.  The use of term contracts has been a business practice long used by the Companies and other telecommunications service providers.  As noted by Dr. Taylor in his oral testimony, this has been a practice in the U.S. telecommunications industry before and after the introduction of competition. 

3-47 Group Telecom's proposed prohibitions also seek to nullify the benefits associated with contracts for both the service provider and for the customer.  These benefits include the following as outlined by Ms. Highet in her oral testimony:

· the ability for the Companies and customers to share the risks and rewards associated with contractual commitments between two parties;

· the ability of the service provider to pass on cost savings, including savings associated with customer acquisition activities, to customers in return for term or volume commitment;

· the benefits to customers to have operating stability, i.e., their knowledge of the rates they would be paying during the contract period; and

· the ability of both the service provider and the customers to derive the benefits associated with their investment in the contracts, be it resources or facilities.

3-48 Fundamentally however, Group Telecom's proposal is impractical and would result in widespread unjust discrimination contrary to subsection 27(2) of the Telecommunications Act (the Act).  

3-49 In terms of its practicality, Group Telecom stated that existing ILEC customers in a multi‑dwelling unit (MDU) would be permitted to terminate their contracts without termination penalty within 12 months of entry by a facilities‑based CLEC into that MDU.  

3-50 However, this proposal seems to presuppose a simplistic situation where the customer is located only in a single MDU with services that can be completely replicated by the CLEC. Many customers are located in multiple locations (not all MDU locations) and would presumably not qualify for the special dispensation in all buildings where their offices are located.  Moreover, if the CLEC did not offer all of the services addressed in the existing ILEC contract, the customer would have to renegotiate the remaining services with the ILEC, but, according to the Group Telecom proposal, only for one-year. 

3-51 For contracts with customers who are not located in an MDU, Group Telecom proposes that such contracts not be renewed for a period greater than one-year, assuming that the date of expiry is prior to the end of the sunset period.

3-52 As noted under cross‑examination, the difference in prices for DNA service (DS‑1 capacity) between the five‑year rate and the one‑year rate would be approximately 27%.
  Customers renewing their contracts with the ILEC would face considerable price increases.  Moreover, in cases where no CLEC alternative was available, the renewal would be only for one‑year and the higher rates would apply.

3-53 Interference of this nature in the contractual relations of customers would be a nightmare to administer.  Moreover, it would result in substantial rate increases for certain business customers and would unjustly discriminate between customers in MDUs with a CLEC presence in their building and other business customers.

3-54 The Commission has rejected proposals of this nature before and it should have little hesitation in rejecting them again.

3.5.1.3
Group Telecom's Proposed Imposition of Imputation Test on Promotions Is Anti‑Competitive

3-55 Group Telecom proposes to impose an imputation test on promotions offered by the Companies.

3-56 The imputation test prescribes a floor price, which is established by costing service components at tariffed rates for essential facilities and at Phase II costs for all other facilities.  The ILECs are required to demonstrate that any price reductions for local services would not cause the resulting prices to fall below the floor price. 

3-57 An imputation test is required to protect against anti‑competitive pricing in the form of ongoing pricing below cost with the intention of reducing competition.  Since promotions are typically of short duration, intended to stimulate demand for existing services or to assess the attractiveness of new services, an imputation test is not required.

3-58 The Commission has previously determined that below‑cost pricing in the case of market trials and promotions would not constitute anti‑competitive pricing and therefore does not require the telephone companies to file imputation tests.  In Decision 94‑13, Review of Regulatory Framework ‑ Targeted Pricing, Anti‑competitive Pricing and Imputation Test for Telephone Company Toll Filings, the Commission stated that it did not consider below‑cost pricing in the case of market trials and promotions to be generally anti‑competitive.  Accordingly, the Commission decided that market trials and promotions would be exempt from the application of the imputation test, on the condition that sufficient information is provided by the telephone companies to demonstrate that the offering is a legitimate market trial or promotion of limited duration. 

3-59 As well, in Decision 97‑8, Local Competition, the Commission stated that consistent with the treatment of market trials and promotions in Decision 94‑13, the Commission exempts market trials and promotions from the application of the imputation test provided that sufficient information is provided by the ILECs to demonstrate that the offering is a legitimate market trial or promotion of limited duration.

3-60 Currently, the Commission imposes stringent guidelines on promotions before they are exempted from the imputation test; namely if a promotion covers a period that is longer than 12 months, even if that is over the course of several years, then an imputation test is required.

3-61 The current practice provides ample protection against anti‑competitive pricing.

3.5.2
Quality of Service 

3-62 In developing their proposals, the Companies have also been mindful of the potential perception that there may be inadequate assurance that a high level of service quality will be maintained over the next price cap period.  While the companies believe that in most cases market forces will provide incentives to safeguard service quality, they have nevertheless addressed this potential concern by proposing a system of penalty payments that would be made to residential customers in the event that current quality of service standards were not met on a persistent basis during the term of the plan.  The specifics of the Companies' Residential Service Quality Guarantee (RSQG) proposal are addressed in more detail in section 4.1.2 and Appendix A of this submission. 

3.5.3
Service Improvement Programs
3-63 As part of their proposals, the Companies have also developed comprehensive Service Improvement Programs (SIPs) designed to extend service to currently unserved customers and ensure that the basic service requirements as defined by the Commission are met.  The Companies propose to fund these substantial SIPs from the price changes that would flow from their proposals and thus no additional price increases are being requested for these programs.  

3-64 The benefits of the Companies' SIPs are addressed in further detail in the Companies' SIP submissions, in section 4.1.4 and Appendix B of this submission, and in the Final Arguments of SaskTel and Aliant Telecom. 
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