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Executive Summary 
 
These are the comments of TELUS Communications Company (TELUS) in reply to a petition to 
the Governor in Council to vary the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications 
Commission’s (CRTC) 2007 price cap framework decision.1 The petition concerns pay telephone 
rates.2 
 
The petition seeks to rescind the rate increases for pay telephone service set out in the price cap 
decision.3 The decision provided the large incumbent telephone companies with the flexibility to 
increase the local call cash charge to a maximum of 50 cents.4 
 
TELUS requests that the Governor in Council deny the petition because: 
 

• Contrary to the allegations of the petitioners, pay telephone rates will remain affordable. 
For most large incumbent telephone companies, the rate for local cash calls has been 25 
cents for almost 25 years.5 Twenty-five years is an exceptionally long time without a 
price increase for a consumer service, particularly in the face of rising costs. Few services 
exist that one can purchase for less than 50 cents. Clearly consumers may not like a price 
increase. The petitioners, however, have provided no evidence that a rate of 50 cents is 
not affordable in spite of the fact that the CRTC found the rate affordable in a public 
proceeding. 
 

• Although a maximum 50 cent pay telephone rate for local cash calls is clearly affordable, 
TELUS may not be able to increase the rate to this amount. First, competition exists in 
the provision of pay phone services. At least three competitors exist in TELUS’ serving 
area. Second, pay telephones face competition from wireless providers. Third, a large 
portion of TELUS’ pay telephones are not capable of accepting more than 40 cents of 
coins for a local call.6 
 

                                                 
1  The petition was filed by the Public Interest Advocacy Centre, that National Anti-Poverty Organization and Union 

des consommateurs. The petition seeks to vary Telecom Decision CRTC 2007-27, Price cap framework for large 
incumbent local exchange carriers. 

2  The petition concerns the rates for pay telephones operated by Bell Aliant Regional Communications, Limited 
Partnership, Bell Canada, Saskatchewan Telecommunications and MTS Allstream Inc.  TELUS was not specified 
in the petition, apparently because TELUS did not propose any rate increases for pay telephones as part of its 
proposal leading to Telecom Decision CRTC 2007-27, Price cap framework for large incumbent local exchange 
carriers. TELUS, however, is intervening in this matter since it is reasonable to assume that any rescission of a 
portion of Decision 2007-27 would apply equally to all of the large incumbent telephone companies subject to the 
decision, including TELUS. 

3  The petition also seeks to have the Governor in Council refer the price cap decision with respect to rate increases 
for pay telephone service back to the CRTC for reconsideration. 

4  The companies were also given the flexibility to increase collect, third number, calling card and commercial credit 
card charges to a maximum of one dollar. 

5  Telecom Decision CRTC 2007-27, Price cap framework for large incumbent local exchange carriers, paragraph 
112. In TELUS’ case, rates have been 25 cents in British Columbia since 1982, 35 cents in Alberta since 1998, 
and 25 cents in TELUS’ Quebec serving area since the early 1980s. 

6  A further portion consists of pay telephones for which the call rate cannot be changed without a technician visit. 
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• Perhaps the most worrisome result for consumers of rescinding the rate increases for pay 
telephone service set out in the price cap decision would be the negative impact on the 
availability of pay telephone service. The CRTC recognized this problem when the 
Commission approved the rate increases, stating that “without the flexibility to increase 
pay telephone rates, the [large local exchange carriers] may remove unprofitable pay 
telephones which would result in consumers having reduced access to the service.”7 In 
other words, access and availability of pay telephone service will be enhanced by the rate 
increases – increases that are affordable and contribute to the viability of the service. 

 
TELUS requests that the Governor in Council deny the petition to vary the CRTC’s 2007 price 
cap framework decision. Pay telephone rates will remain affordable and the viability of the 
service will be enhanced, a critical consideration with respect to access and availability of pay 
telephone service.

                                                 
7  Telecom Decision CRTC 2007-27, Price cap framework for large incumbent local exchange carriers, paragraph 

113. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1. In accordance with section 12(1) of the Telecommunications Act and the procedures set 

forth in Gazette Notice No. DGTP-005-07 published in the Canada Gazette, Part, I, Vol. 

141, No. 35, dated September 1, 2007, TELUS Communications Company (“TELUS”) 

herewith files its Comments in reply to a petition (the “Petition”) filed by the Public 

Interest Advocacy Centre, the National Anti-Poverty Organization and Union des 

consommateurs (the “Petitioners”), addressed to the Governor in Council, to vary 

Telecom Decision CRTC 2007-27, Price cap framework for large incumbent local 

exchange carriers (“Decision 2007-27”).  For the reasons set out below, TELUS requests 

that the Governor in Council deny the Petition. 

2. The Petition concerns rates for pay telephones operated by Bell Aliant Regional 

Communications, Limited Partnership, Bell Canada, Saskatchewan Telecommunications 

and MTS Allstream Inc. (collectively, the “Companies”).1  TELUS was not specified in 

the petition, apparently since TELUS did not propose any rate increases for payphones as 

part of its proposal leading to Decision 2007-27.  However, TELUS is intervening in this 

matter since it is reasonable to assume that any rescission of a portion of Decision 2007-

27 would apply equally to all of the large incumbent telephone companies subject to the 

decision, including TELUS. 

3. The Petitioners seek the following relief: 

by this Petition, the Petitioners request that the Governor in Council (GIC) 
immediately rescind the third Price Caps decision, with respect to rate 
increases for pay telephone service (and thus rescind the rate increase) and 
refer the third Price Cap decision, with respect to rate increases for pay 
telephone service, back to the CRTC for reconsideration.2 

 

                                                 
1  Petition, paragraph 2. 
2  Petition, paragraph 40. 
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4. The Petitioners seek reconsideration by the Canadian Radio-television and 

Telecommunications Commission (the “CRTC” or the “Commission”) with directions 

from the Governor in Council,3 including the following instructions: 

This Petition further requests that the GIC direct the CRTC to consider the effect 
of pay telephone rate increases upon all pay telephone users and in particular, 
low-income Canadians, as well as the effect of any such increase on the pay 
telephone market and the effect of any such increase on accessibility and 
affordability of payphone service as required by s. 7 of the Telecommunications 
Act.4 

5. The Petitioners outline a number of arguments in support of the relief requested in the 

Petition, including the following: 

• The impact of price increases on low-income users was an important consideration 

that was ignored by the Commission;5 

• The economic and social requirements of those persons requiring use of pay 

telephone services should have been explicitly considered in the CRTC’s decision 

regarding payphone rates but was not directly addressed.6 

• The Commission misinterpreted the Policy Direction to the CRTC.7 

• The record of the price cap proceeding was incomplete.8  The Commission had no 

empirical evidence before it as to the impact of payphone rate increases upon access 

and availability to consumers.9  There was other information that was publicly 

available in other CRTC proceedings that should have been considered and formed 

the basis for any consideration by the Commission of increases in payphone rates.10 

6. As TELUS will demonstrate below, the arguments raised by the Petitioners are 

unfounded.  The CRTC was fully justified in providing the pricing flexibility afforded the 

large incumbent telephone companies in Telecom Decision CRTC 2004-47,  Access to 

pay telephone service (“Decision 2004-47”), with respect to pay telephone service.  
                                                 
3  Petition, paragraph 3. 
4  Petition, paragraph 41. 
5  Petition, paragraph 25. 
6  Petition, paragraph 30. 
7  Petition, paragraph 40. 
8  Petition, paragraph 13. 
9  Petition, paragraph 13. 
10  Petition, paragraph 33. 
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Although the Petition seeks relief with respect to all pay telephone rate increases 

authorized by the CRTC in Decision 2007-27, it is apparent that the actual focus of the 

appeal is on the CRTC's decision to permit the coin rate for local pay telephone calls to 

rise to 50 cents per call.  Given this fact, TELUS has focused its response on this one 

specific rate increase authorized by the CRTC and not on any other pay telephone rates 

considered by the CRTC in Decision 2007-27.  TELUS further notes that given that the 

Petition is focused on a single rate determination, any relief granted by the Governor in 

Council ought likewise to be confined to that single rate determination. 

2.0 TELECOM DECISION CRTC 2007-27 

2.1 Decision 2007-27 in Outline 

7. Telecom Decision 2007-27, Price cap framework for large incumbent local exchange 

carriers, was issued by the CRTC on April 30, 2007.  In this decision, the CRTC 

established the price cap regulatory framework that applies to the large incumbent 

telephone companies in Canada including Bell Aliant Regional Communications, Limited 

Partnership (serving the Atlantic provinces), Bell Canada (serving portions of Ontario 

and Quebec), MTS Allstream (serving Manitoba), Saskatchewan Telecommunications 

(serving Saskatchewan) and TELUS Communications Company (serving British 

Columbia, Alberta and parts of Eastern Quebec).  Decision 2007-27 establishes the third 

price cap regime for the large incumbent telephone companies, fixing the pricing 

parameters for their various regulated services.  The first price cap framework decision 

was issued in 199711 and the second price cap framework decision was issued in 2002.12  

8. The Commission also established a price cap framework for Société en commandite 

Télébec (“Télébec”) and the former TELUS Québec in Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-

43, Implementation of price regulation for Télébec and TELUS Québec, issued on July 

31, 2002.  Since TELUS Québec has subsequently been acquired by TELUS 

Communications Company, it is subject to the determinations made in Decision 2007-27.  

                                                 
11  Telecom Decision CRTC 97-9, Price Cap Regulation and Related Issues, issued on May 1, 1997. 
12  Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-34, Regulatory framework for second price cap period, issued on May 30, 2002 

(“Decision 2002-34”). 
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2.2 Determinations Pertaining to Pay Telephones in Decision 2007-27 and Prior 

9. One of the specific determinations made by the Commission in Decision 2007-27 

pertains to the pricing constraints applicable to what is known as the Pay Telephone 

Services basket of services, which includes Public Telephone Service.13  In Decisions 

2002-34 and 2002-43, the Commission established a separate basket for payphone 

services and ordered that the rates for these services be frozen at existing levels.14  In 

Decision 2007-27, the Commission provided the large incumbent telephone companies 

with the pricing flexibility to increase the local call charge for a cash call up to a 

maximum rate of $0.50, and to increase collect, third number, Calling Card or 

commercial credit charges up to a maximum of $1.00.15 

10. Decision 2007-27 determinations with respect to pay telephone rates follows its ruling in 

Decision CRTC 2004-47.  In the public notice initiating the proceeding leading to 

Decision 2004-47,16 the CRTC called for comments on various issues relating to access 

to pay telephone service, including the extent to which consumers rely on pay telephone 

service, the availability of pay telephone service to meet consumers’ needs, the rate at 

which pay telephones have been or will be removed from service, the impact of the 

removal of pay telephones on consumers and whether there was a need to establish a 

formal regime for public interest pay telephone services. 

11. In Decision 2004-47, the Commission determined, among other things, that pay 

telephone service “is still an important public service that wireless services have not 

rendered obsolete.”17  The CRTC also re-affirmed the right of the incumbent telephone 

companies to remove and/or relocate pay telephones, with the only restriction being 

proper notification when the last pay telephone in a community was to be removed.18  In 

this regard, the CRTC established a formal notification process in instances where the last 

                                                 
13  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 76, Figure 1. 
14  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 23 (f) and 109, Decision 2002-34, paragraphs 372 and 541-543. 
15  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 114.  Consistent with its finding for allowing the flexibility for price increases, the 

Commission also ruled that the I-X price cap formula would not be applied to the Pay Telephone Basket of 
services which would result in forced price decreases if the rate of inflation (I) exceeds the productivity factor 
(X) (Decision 2007-27, paragraph 165). 

16  Telecom Public Notice CRTC 2002-6, Access to pay telephone service, issued on December 5, 2002. 
17  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 33. 
18  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 113. 
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pay telephone in a community is scheduled for removal,19 and bolstered the annual 

reporting requirement for Bell Canada, TELUS and the other large incumbent telephone 

companies by requiring details on pay telephone installations, in addition to information 

on pay telephone removals, among other details.20  Significantly, the CRTC rejected calls 

by the consumer groups for the establishment of a public interest pay telephone regime 

stating that the current regime, as modified by Decision 2004-47, would ensure access to 

pay telephones and meet the health, safety and welfare requirements of consumers.21 

12. Decision 2004-47 is an outcome of Decision 2002-34 in which the CRTC considered a 

number of pricing policy proposals with respect to pay telephone service.  The comments 

received by the CRTC concerning these proposals raised a number of fundamental issues 

that were subsequently considered in Decision 2004-47.  The CRTC determined that it 

was premature to address these pricing policy proposals before more general policy 

issues relating to pay telephones were addressed.  TELUS had proposed that the local 

message rate (paid by coin or prepaid card) for public telephone service in bands where 

there was no evidence of competitive entry in the local pay telephone market should be 

limited to a maximum of $0.50 per call.22  

13. Finally, another significant decision issued by the CRTC pertaining to pay telephones is 

Telecom Decision CRTC 98-8, Local Pay Telephone Competition, issued on June 30, 

1998 (“Decision 98-8”), where the Commission put in place rules governing entry into 

the public pay telephone market.  In this decision, the Commission decided to forbear 

from the regulation of rates for pay telephone services provided by competitive local 

exchange carriers, but also determined that the incumbent telephone companies would 

remain subject to rate regulation.  

3.0 THE PETITION SHOULD BE DENIED 

14. In this section, TELUS outlines its reasons why the Petition should be denied.  These 

reasons include: 

                                                 
19  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 66. 
20  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 67ff. 
21  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 89. 
22  TELUS proposal as summarized in Decision 2002-34, paragraph 529. 
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• the fact that pay telephone rates have not increased for 25 years for many of the large 

incumbent telephone companies;  

• increases are required to bring rates closer to costs; 

• the permitted increases are consistent with Canadian telecommunications policy 

objectives and the Policy Direction to the CRTC,  

• a number of factors that may mitigate TELUS and the other affected incumbent 

telephone companies from being able to raise pay telephones to the maximum cap 

rate of $0.50; and 

• the fact that the Petitioners’ other alleged grounds for appeal are baseless.  

 

TELUS elaborates upon these points below. 

3.1 Pay Phone Rates Have Not Increased in Many Years 

15. In Decision 2007-27, the Commission recognized that “pay telephone rates have not 

increased for most ILECs for almost 25 years”23 having remained at the $0.25 rate during 

that time.  In TELUS’ case, pay telephone rates are currently $0.2524 in its British 

Columbia serving territory and have been at that level since 1982, are currently $0.3525 in 

TELUS’ Alberta serving territory and have been at that level since 1998, and are 

currently $0.25 in TELUS’ Québec serving territory, and have been at that level since 

1996 when the former TELUS Québec formally came under the regulatory oversight of 

the CRTC, and at the same level under its previous regulator26 back to the early 1980’s, 

as is the case with most other incumbents.  

16. It is stating the obvious to observe that twenty-five years (or ten years in the case of 

TELUS’ Alberta serving territory) is an exceptionally long period of time without a rate 

increase for a telecommunications service, or any other consumer service, for that matter. 

                                                 
23  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 112. 
24  TELUS Tariff 21461 (Public Telephone Service), Item 205.3B. 
25  TELUS Tariff 21461 (Public Telephone Service), Item 205.3A. 
26  I.e., the Régie des Télécommunications de Québec. 
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3.2 Permitted Rate Increase Is Necessary for Ongoing Viability of Pay Phone Service  

17. In light of the fact that pay telephone rates have not increased for most ILECs for a 

quarter century, the CRTC stated that it considered “reasonable the position of the 

Companies that the costs of providing pay telephone services have increased since the 

last increase in rates in 1981.”27  Although this statement was not directed specifically at 

TELUS, it is reasonable to conclude that it equally applies to TELUS.  

18. Significantly, in light of these cost increases, the Commission concluded that “without the 

flexibility to increase pay telephone rates, the ILECs may remove unprofitable pay 

telephones which would result in consumers having reduced access to the service” 

[emphasis added].28  This conclusion is built on the record of the proceeding leading to 

Decision 2004-47, in which the Commission recognized that demand for pay telephone 

service is declining.29  Notable in this regard is the availability of more attractive, low-

priced wireless services that have provided an opportunity for many consumers to reduce 

their reliance on pay telephones.30  In short, without the flexibility to increase pay 

telephone rates, the very viability of pay telephone service may be in doubt in certain 

locations.  

3.3 Permitted Rate Increase Is Consistent with Canadian Telecommunications Policy 
Objectives and the Policy Direction to the CRTC  

19. In this section, TELUS outlines why the permitted increase in local pay phone rates is 

consistent with the Canadian telecommunications policy objectives, most notably the 

affordability objective, and the recently released Policy Direction to the CRTC.  

3.3.1 Permitted Rate Increase Is Consistent with Canadian Telecommunications Policy 
Objectives  

20. The determination with respect to pay telephone rates in Decision 2007-27 is consistent 

with the Canadian telecommunications policy objectives, most notably 

telecommunications policy objective 7 (b) which is “to render reliable and affordable 

                                                 
27  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 112. 
28  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 113. 
29  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 33. 
30  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 10. 
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telecommunications services of high quality accessible to Canadians in both urban and 

rural areas in all regions of Canada,” telecommunications policy objective 7 (c), which is 

“to enhance the efficiency and competitiveness, at the national and international levels, of 

Canadian telecommunications,” and telecommunications policy objective 7(h), which “is 

to respond to the economic and social requirements of users of telecommunications 

services.” 

3.3.1.1 Permitted Rate Increase Is Consistent with the Affordability Objective  

21. Section 27 (1) of the Telecommunications Act requires that “every rate charged by a 

Canadian carrier for a telecommunications service shall be just and reasonable.”  The 

CRTC, in providing the large incumbent telephone companies the flexibility to increase 

rates to a maximum level of $0.50, has expressly found the maximum rate to be just and 

reasonable. 

22. Contrary to the statement of the Petitioners that the impact of price increases on low-

income users was an important consideration that was ignored by the Commission,31 by 

making the finding that a rate is just and reasonable, the CRTC has taken into the 

Canadian telecommunications policy objectives outlined in section 7 of the 

Telecommunications Act, including the affordability objective. Indeed, the Commission is 

required to take into account telecommunications policy objectives by virtue of section 

47 of the Telecommunications Act which states: 

47. The Commission shall exercise its powers and perform its duties 
under this Act and any Special Act 

 (a) with a view to implementing the Canadian 
telecommunications policy objectives and ensuring that Canadian 
carriers provide telecommunications services and charge rates in 
accordance with section 27; and 

 (b) in accordance with any orders made by the Governor in 
Council under section 8 or any standards prescribed by the 
Minister under section 15. 

23. A maximum rate of $0.50 cannot reasonably be described as being unaffordable.  There 

are few services one can purchase for less.  As the Commission noted in Decision 2004-
                                                 
31  Petition, paragraph 25. 



 

9 

47, the vast majority of people who use pay telephone service do so as a matter of 

convenience or emergency, not as a substitute for basic telephone service.32  Permitting 

phone rates to increase to a maximum of $0.50 for matters of convenience or emergency 

on an occasional basis can hardly be described as making these rates not affordable.  In 

any event, in spite of all of the statements made in the Petition that payphone rate 

increases are not justified,33 that the service is “important”34 to callers, and that a 50 cent 

rate is “too much”35 the Petitioners have adduced no evidence whatsoever that a rate of 

$0.50 is not affordable.  While it can be expected that consumers may object to a 

potential price increase, this is a very different matter than whether the potential price 

increase results in a rate that is not affordable. 

3.3.1.2 Permitted Rate Increase Is Consistent with the Efficiency and Competitiveness Objective 

24. The permitted pay telephone rate increase is also consistent with the Canadian 

telecommunications policy objective 7 (c), which is “to enhance the efficiency and 

competitiveness, at the national and international levels, of Canadian 

telecommunications.”  Permitting modest pay telephone rate increases will result in more 

economically efficient rates.  

3.3.1.3 Permitted Rate Increase Is Consistent with the Economic and Social Requirements of 
Users Objective  

25. The Petitioners allege that the “economic and social requirements of those persons 

requiring use of pay telephone services should have been explicitly considered in the 

CRTC’s decision regarding payphone rates, but was not directly addressed.”36  This is not 

the case.  As noted above, the Commission concluded that “without the flexibility to 

increase pay telephone rates, the ILECs may remove unprofitable pay telephones which 

would result in consumers having reduced access to the service” [emphasis added].37  

Surely this is responding to the economic and social needs of users.  Without the 

                                                 
32  Decision 2004-47, paragraph 7. 
33  E.g., Petition at paragraph 12.  
34  Petition, paragraphs 14 and 21. 
35  Petition, paragraph 22. 
36  Petition, paragraph 30. 
37  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 113. 
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flexibility to increase pay telephone rates, the very viability of pay telephone service may 

be in doubt in certain locations.  

3.3.2 Permitted Increase Is Consistent with the Policy Direction to the CRTC 

26. On December 14, 2006, the Governor in Council issued Order Issuing a Direction to the 

CRTC on Implementing the Canadian Telecommunications Policy Objectives, Order in 

council P.C. 2006-1534, on December 14, 2006 (the “Policy Direction”).  As indicated in 

Decision 2007-27, the CRTC took the Policy Direction into account in making its 

determinations in that decision.38 

27. In the preamble to the Policy Direction, the Commission, in exercising its powers and 

performing its duties under the Telecommunications Act, is instructed to implement the 

Canadian telecommunications policy objectives set out in section 7 of the Act.39  In doing 

so, the Commission should rely on market forces to the maximum extent feasible as the 

means of achieving the telecommunications policy objectives, and when relying on 

regulation, use measures that are efficient and proportionate to their purpose and that 

interfere with the operation of market forces to the minimum extent necessary to meet the 

policy objectives.  

28. The Petitioners allege that the Commission misinterpreted the Policy Direction to the 

CRTC.40  This is not the case.  Decision 2007-27 is consistent with the Policy Direction.  

The threshold requirement in the Policy Direction is to rely on market forces to the 

maximum extent feasible.  Although the Petitioners assert that “Telecom Decision 2007-

27 neither relies on market forces to set the regulated cap for payphone rates nor does it 

adhere to the policy objectives set out in the Act,”41 they do not provide any evidence to 

substantiate this claim.  Allowing pay telephone rates to increase to more closely reflect 

costs will result in a more market-based outcome because in markets, prices must reflect 

costs over the long run. 

                                                 
38  Decision 2007-27, paragraph 11. 
39  Policy Direction, section 1 (preamble). 
40  Petition, paragraph 40. 
41  Petition, paragraph 32. 
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29. Permitting pay telephone rates to rise is a regulatory measure that is efficient and 

proportionate, and that interferes with the operation of market forces to the minimum 

extent necessary to meet the policy objectives and is entirely consistent with the Policy 

Direction.  In short, permitting pay telephone rate increases will result in more 

economically efficient, market-orientated rates. 

30. Finally, the Petitioners allege that the CRTC did not hear evidence that an increase in the 

pay telephone rate to 50 cents would “neither deter economically efficient competitive 

entry into the market nor promote economically inefficient entry”42 as required by the 

Policy Direction.  In response, TELUS can only comment that the answer to this question 

is obvious – clearly raising rates to approach costs will make it more attractive for 

competitors to enter the market.  

3.4 There are Mitigating Factors Against Potential Payphone Rate Increases 

31. Although Decision 2007-47 permits the flexibility to raise pay telephone rates, there are a 

number of factors that may limit the ability of TELUS and the other affected incumbent 

telephone companies to raise pay telephones to the maximum cap rate of $0.50.  

Foremost among these factors is the fact that there is competition for pay telephone 

services, as permitted in Decision 98-8.  There are at least three competitive pay 

telephone providers operating in TELUS’ serving territory. These providers enjoy a level 

of pricing discretion not available to TELUS.  As previously noted above, TELUS’ pay 

telephones also face very significant competitive pressures from wireless providers that 

have no regulatory constraints on their retail pricing.  

32. Finally, another mitigating factor is the fact that a large portion of TELUS’ pay telephone 

base consists of units not capable of accepting more than 40 cents of coins for a local call.  

A further portion of its pay telephone base consists of units for which the call rate cannot 

be changed without a technician visit.  These technological impediments combine, in the 

aggregate, to make it very difficult and costly for TELUS to implement rate increases.  

                                                 
42  Petition, paragraph 38. 
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33. In summary, although Decision 2007-27 permits pricing flexibility to a maximum rate of 

$0.50 for pay telephones, competition from other services providers – including wireless 

providers and competitive pay telephone providers - and technical limitations for a large 

portion of TELUS’ pay telephone installed base limit the extent to which such pricing 

flexibility could be exercised. 

3.5 Petitioners’ Procedural Arguments Are Baseless 

34. The Petitioners have raised a number of procedural arguments which, in their view, merit 

the reconsideration of Decision 2007-27 as it pertains to pay telephone service rate 

increases.  One allegation is that the record of the price cap proceeding is incomplete 

since information related to costs and revenues for pay telephone service that had been 

filed by the Companies were filed in confidence with the Commission for reasons of 

commercial confidentiality and hence were not available to the Petitioners for review.43  

Another allegation is that the Commission had no empirical evidence before it as to the 

impact of payphone rate increases upon access and availability to consumers.44 Yet 

another allegation is that there was other information that was publicly available in other 

CRTC proceedings that should have been considered and formed the basis for any 

consideration by the Commission of increases in payphone rates,45 i.e., information filed 

in attachments 1-3 in the petition.46  These arguments are baseless.  TELUS responds to 

each of these points in turn below. 

3.5.1 Filing of Information in Confidence Is Accepted Practice in CRTC Proceedings 

35. The Petitioners allege that the record of the price cap proceeding is incomplete since 

information related to costs and revenues for pay telephone service that had been filed by 

the Companies was filed in confidence with the Commission for reasons of commercial 

confidentiality and hence was not available to the Petitioners for review.47  This is not the 

case.  The filing of information in confidence is an accepted practice in CRTC 

proceedings and is explicitly provided for in section 39 of the Telecommunications Act 

                                                 
43  Petition, paragraph 13. 
44  Petition, paragraph 13. 
45  Petition, paragraph 33. 
46  Petition, paragraph 13. 
47  Petition, paragraph 13. 
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and in the CRTC Telecommunication Rules of Procedure.  The practice of filing material 

in confidence thus has the sanction of Parliament and therefore raises no basis for 

appealing Decision 2007-27.  The CRTC did not overstep any boundaries when it 

received, and considered, cost information filed in confidence.  The Companies, who 

filed information in confidence, were entitled to do so.48  The record of the proceeding 

was complete and the CRTC had before the information it required to make its 

determinations on pay telephone rates.  

3.5.2 The Commission Had Adequate Evidence before It Regarding the Impact of Pay 
Telephone Rate Increases 

36. The Petitioners allege that the Commission had no empirical evidence before it as to the 

impact of payphone rate increases upon access and availability to consumers.49  This 

argument misses the mark.  Issues of access and availability were determined in Decision 

2004-47.  This line of argument, together with its arguments outlined at paragraph 35 of 

the Petition concerning the removal of pay telephones, and the attachments filed by the 

Petitioners, point to what appears to be an attempt to re-open the CRTC’s determination 

made in Decision 2004-47 in which the Commission denied the Petitioners previous 

request to put in place a public interest pay telephone regime (a request that was also 

denied in Decision 98-8).50  This attempt should be denied.  The Commission has already 

issued its determinations on issues related to pay telephone access issues whereas the 

subject matter at hand is affordability and viability of pay telephone services.  Decision 

2007-27 dealt with issues relating to rate-setting, not issues relating to access.  Access 

and availability issues had already been canvassed, and ruled upon, in Decision 2004-47. 

3.5.3 The Petitioners Could Have Filed Relevant Evidence but Failed to Do So 

37. Finally, the Petitioners allege that there was other information that was publicly available 

in other CRTC proceedings that should have been considered and formed the basis for 

                                                 
48  As noted above, in the case of TELUS, no information on revenues and costs was filed since TELUS did not 

propose any rate increases for payphones as part of its proposal leading to Decision 2007-27. 
49  Petition, paragraph 13. 
50  Decision 98-8, paragraph Section III (Issues), Part B (Consumer Safeguards), part (viii) (Public Interest Pay 

Telephones), last paragraph. 
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any consideration by the Commission of increases in payphone rates.51  Germane in this 

regard, is the information filed in attachments 1-3 appended to the Petition.52  

38. The Petitioners had the opportunity to file the information in attachments 1 and 2 on the 

record of the proceeding to Decision 2007-27, but failed to do so.  The Petitioners now 

argue, over six months after the decision was released, that certain evidence should now 

be taken into account.  However, contrary to the Petitioners claims that the polling data in 

the first two attachments is still relevant,53 TELUS notes that the first two attachments 

appended to the Petition are now out of date.  They were filed in a separate forum leading 

to Decision 2004-47, the purpose of which was to consider access, not affordability 

issues.  The third attachment could not have been considered since the survey enclosed in 

that attachment was completed after Decision 2007-27 was released.  In any event, the 

polls in all of the attachments to the Petition are unscientific and unrelated to the specific 

matter at hand and thus of little or no use to determine the merits of the relief requested.  

39. The record of the third price cap proceeding has long closed.  It would be a violation of 

natural justice to allow the Petitioners to now file evidence in this proceeding when it had 

the opportunity to do so and failed to take advantage of that opportunity.  

4.0 CONCLUSION 

40. In conclusion, there is no need to rescind and refer back the CRTC’s ruling in Decision 

2007-27 allowing for the flexibility of the large incumbent telephone companies to raise 

local cash pay telephone rates to a maximum of $0.50 and to raise other pay telephone 

rates.  The Commission had before it adequate evidence in the proceeding leading to 

Decision 2007-27 to make the decision that it did.  The Petitioners had the opportunity to 

file evidence in the third price cap proceeding with respect to the affordability of pay 

phone service and chose not to do so.  In any event, the Commission is fully aware of the 

record in its previous proceedings.  

                                                 
51  Petition, paragraph 33. 
52  Petition, paragraph 13. 
53  E.g., in the Petition at paragraphs 27 and 26. 
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41. The CRTC has fully and adequately dealt with pay telephone rates in Decision 2007-27.  

Its findings are consistent with Canadian telecommunications policy objectives, most 

notably the affordability objective.  Decision 2007-27 is also consistent with the 

Governor in Council’s recently released Policy Direction to the CRTC.  The Commission 

has authorized the flexibility for modest rate increases for pay telephone rates – the first 

increases in 25 years in many cases. Without the flexibility to increase rates, the viability 

of pay telephone service, which the Petitioners argue is so valuable, will be in serious 

doubt.  In light of these facts, TELUS requests that the Petition be denied. 

All of which is respectfully submitted this 1st day of October 2007.  

 

***END OF DOCUMENT*** 
 


