Winstar Communications Singapore Pte Ltd

Comments on the Consultation Document

“Interconnection /Access In a Fully Liberalized and Convergent Environment”

Winstar Communications Singapore Pte Ltd (“Winstar”) is pleased to submit its comments in reply to the consultation document entitled “Interconnection/Access In a Fully Liberalized And Convergent Environment” (the “Consultation Document”) published by the Info-Communications Development Authority of Singapore (“IDA”) on 17 April 2000.

Pursuant to the requirements established by IDA, Winstar’s comments are structured as follows: (I) Background information regarding Winstar and its interest in participating in the public consultation; (II) Proposed General Principles for Singapore’s Interconnection Framework; (III) Comments on Specific Sections of IDA’s Proposed Framework; and (IV) Summary and Conclusions.

I. Winstar: Background Information and Interest in this Consultation.

Winstar is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Winstar Communications, Inc. (“WCI”).  WCI is a publicly held Delaware corporation that is headquartered at 685 Third Avenue, 31st Floor, New York, New York, 10017, United States.  WCI and its affiliates provide businesses with broadband services in the United States of America, and throughout the world in some of the most important business centers in Latin America, Europe, and Asia, offering services in 60 major markets in the United States and in 12 overseas markets, including Amsterdam, Brussels, Buenos Aires and Tokyo.  Winstar and WCI intend to expand their operations into markets aggressively favoring the development of broadband technologies, such as Singapore, and with high demand for bandwidth.

WCI is constructing a broadband communications network that will be capable of carrying bandwidth-intensive traffic from point of origination to point of termination for a substantial majority of the companies comprising the business communications market in the United States and selected overseas markets.  WCI’s broadband network allows it to offer an integrated suite of broadband communications and information services, including:

· Local and long distance voice services;

· Always-on and dial-up Internet access;

· ATM, frame relay and IP data transport services;

· Web hosting and web design and development services;

· Online business content, including Office.com, a service from Winstar, our online business center;

· Online application hosting services, including Microsoft Office 2000 Online;

· Network and applications solutions for vertical business; and

· LAN and WAN systems integration.

The rapid growth of demand for these bandwidth intensive communications services, fueled by the growth of the Internet and e-commerce, has created an increasingly acute shortage of transmission capacity across the legacy networks of incumbent local communications services providers.  The most crucial portion of these legacy networks is that which ultimately connects to customer buildings, the “last mile”.  This last mile is typically copper wire, which, without enhancements, is typically poorly suited to support high bandwidth services.  WCI and Winstar believe that fixed wireless infrastructure provides an optimal solution for delivering the broadband capacity across the last mile.

Because of its interest in the development of broadband networks in important overseas markets with a growing demand for bandwidth intensive services, Winstar is pleased to contribute to IDA’s initiative to structure an interconnection framework that will foster the development of these technologies.

Winstar is aware that IDA is also seeking industry input on the draft Code of Practice for Competition in the Provision of Telecommunication Services (the "Code") which seeks to  establish a healthy competition framework for the provision of  telecommunication services in Singapore.  Winstar notes that the Code is meant to be applied in tandem with the Consultation Document. As such to the extent it is relevant, Winstar will make reference to some of the specific provisions contained in the Code while it highlights and addresses the need to implement several of the key general interconnection principles referred to in the Consultation Document. Winstar believes that for there to be an effective implementation of an interconnection framework, it must be firmly based on the fundamental principles of non-discrimination and equal access of all telecommunications operators to local networks.

Winstar’s comments address two key themes:

· Need for the Implementation of General Interconnection Principles: An interconnection regime that will foster the development of advanced networks must be based on solid principles of non-discriminatory treatment and equal competition. This must be the starting point for IDA’s proposed interconnection regulations, whose purpose, above all, must be the creation of a level playing field where competition among the players of the telecommunications market will thrive.

· Incentives for the Development of Broadband Networks Should Not Distort Market Relations: The best approach is to assure that incumbent pricing is set at forward looking economic cost and then let marketplace incentives operate to provide a full range of advanced services.  It is not advisable to include distortions in the pricing, payment arrangements, and other economic aspects of the relationships between network and service operators.  Such arrangements and mechanisms may dangerously distort competition, which is the best incentive for the development of broadband technology and investment in the telecommunications infrastructure in Singapore.

II. Implementation of General Interconnection Principles.

In its response to IDA’s Consultation Document, and specifically in this section, Winstar reiterates some of the arguments regarding the need to implement basic principles of interconnection which it has previously presented before IDA in the proceedings for its consultation on a “Proposed Approach to Fixed-Wireless Broadband Network Deployment and Service Provisioning in Singapore” on 31 March 2000 (the “March 2000 Comments”).  Winstar believes these principles and their coherent implementation throughout the telecommunications regulatory framework are fundamental to ensure full competition, efficiency and adequate service to the consumers in the Singapore market.

A. IDA Must Implement Certain Measures of Differential Treatment between the Incumbent Operators and New Operators to Ensure that the Interconnection Regime Is Effective.

The proposed interconnection rules should make regulatory distinctions between incumbent operators and new entrants to Singapore’s telecommunications market. Winstar notes that such a distinction is made in section 2.2 of the Code which seeks to distinguish between Dominant Licensees
 and Non-Dominant Licensees. In general, new entrants should not be subject to any price or economic regulation because they do not possess market power.  Conversely, incumbent carriers with market power should be subject to price regulation and other specific rules to ensure the transparency of their operations in the telecommunications market in Singapore.  Winstar proposes that, in addition to the imposition of the Forward-Looking Economic Cost (“FLEC”) framework, the incumbents should also be obligated to: (a) periodically publish a standard interconnection offer; (b) periodically publish a report regarding the implementation of their interconnection obligations; and, (c) abstain from the imposition of broad confidentiality during and after the negotiations and execution of interconnection agreements.

Publication of the Standard Interconnection Offer.  Winstar notes that section 5.2 of the Code obligates the Dominant Licensee to publish a Reference Interconnection Offer containing the minimum terms on which interconnection is offered. As stated by Winstar in Section 6 of the March 2000 Comments, Winstar hereby reiterates the need for incumbent operators to make a standard interconnection offer available periodically setting forth the interconnection services available to competitors and the terms and conditions under which those services will be provided.  The standard offer should be available for execution by competitors “as is” if they so choose.  However, incumbents should obligated to negotiate different terms and conditions based on the particular needs of a competitive provider.

Publication of Reports Related to the Implementation of their Interconnection Obligations.  Incumbents should be obligated to publish reports of their compliance with IDA’s policies and procedures for interconnection.  These reports are a useful mechanism to verify that incumbent operators are providing the same treatment to competitors as they are to their affiliates.  Reports should include information regarding requests for negotiations and interconnection negotiations, the ordering and provisioning of interconnection services, and maintenance and repair records.  In addition, reports should be broken down by carrier type, services requested and customer type, and should be made publicly available.

Forbid the Imposition by the Incumbents of Broad Confidentiality Obligations.  IDA must force incumbent operators to abstain from imposing broad confidentiality clauses during or as a result of interconnection negotiations.  Experience from other telecommunications markets, specifically in the United States, is indicative that, during the process of implementation of interconnection obligations, incumbent operators are prone to the imposition of such confidentiality through their agreements, either as a condition to negotiate interconnection, or as a condition applicable to the performance of the agreement itself.  Such confidentiality impositions have no place in markets where competition is to be fostered and where operators are entitled to receive interconnection in equal conditions and on a non-discriminatory basis.  By removing the veil of confidentiality in interconnection relationships between incumbents, the IDA ensures that the most effective mechanism to enforce non-discrimination will be in place: transparency in the market.

B. IDA Must Implement Clear Rules and Time Frames Applicable to Interconnection Negotiations.

In accordance with Winstar’s March 2000 Comments, IDA must implement certain specific rules of conduct to be followed by the participants in interconnection negotiations, as well as the powers and authority that will be held by the regulatory authorities in Singapore.  In general, Winstar recommends that the following rules be adopted:  (a) a general obligation for operators to act in good faith upon a request for and during the negotiations for an interconnection agreement; (b) specific time frames to commence and finalize interconnection negotiations; and (c) circumstances in which the regulatory authorities should intervene in the negotiations.

General Obligation for Operators to Act in Good Faith.  As set forth in section 5.3 of the Code, parties must act in good faith when negotiating interconnection.  This general principle should be expressly embraced and effectively implemented to deter incumbent operators and carriers with significant market power from employing delay tactics and deliberately placing unnecessary obstacles during the negotiation of interconnection agreements.  Even though specific time frames serve to curtail these negative practices, it is necessary to establish this principle so that it may be implemented in those cases where the bad faith of a party is evident and verifiable by the regulator, making any delay in intervention by the authorities unjustifiable.


Time frames for Interconnection Negotiations. As stated previously by Winstar in the March 2000 Comments, operators should be obligated to start interconnection negotiations within 10 days of a written request from a competitive provider.  Thereafter, the parties should have a limited period of a maximum of 60 days to negotiate interconnection.  If the parties do not execute an agreement within the 60-day period, either party should have the right to request the intervention of IDA. Winstar notes that section 5.6.1 of Code provides that if the parties negotiating for interconnection are unable to reach a voluntary agreement after 90 days, IDA's assistance may be sought to resolve all outstanding issues and IDA may impose certain default provisions in connection therewith.


Intervention of IDA in Interconnection Negotiations.  Winstar believes that, despite the evident need for economic regulation of the dominant carriers, interconnection negotiations should be driven by voluntary negotiations, freely conducted by the parties.  As indicated in the March 2000 Comments, Winstar believes that, in order to facilitate voluntary negotiations, IDA should not be able to intervene in interconnection negotiations absent the request of a party. Winstar applauds IDA's primary reliance on private negotiations and its intention to regulate with a light touch as contemplated under section 1.3.1 of the Code.  

C. Interconnection Agreements Must Be Published.


Also stated previously by Winstar in the March 2000 Comments and as currently contemplated under section 5.2 of the Code, it is of paramount importance is that interconnection agreements and related IDA orders should be made publicly available to all licensed carriers, through IDA’s web site.  Otherwise, if interconnection agreements remain confidential, incumbent operators will have disproportionate bargaining power, allowing them full knowledge of what competitive providers are paying for interconnection services, while preventing competitors from determining market conditions.  Requiring incumbent operators to make interconnection agreements publicly available will level the playing field and allow competitive providers to avail themselves of already existing terms.

D. IDA Must Set Clear Rules for the Provision of Unbundled Network Elements.

Unbundling the local loop (i.e., the “last mile”) of the incumbents’ legacy networks can help bring competitive broadband offerings to Singapore businesses.  Winstar notes that under section 3.3.4 of the Code a Dominant Licensee is required to provide telecommunication services on an unbundled basis. Section 5.8.3 and 5.8.3.2 of the Code also makes provisions for unbundling the local loop. Winstar supports the provisions in the Code which require that the incumbents make local loops available to competitors under terms that enable the new entrants to successfully deploy broadband technology.  This obligation especially includes collocation, access to incumbents’ premises, and access to existing rights of way over third parties’ buildings to allow the collocation of equipment.  Without collocation, the deployment of wireless broadband networks is impossible.  IDA should be empowered to sanction providers for failure to provide interconnection services in accordance with an interconnection agreement or an IDA decision.

E. IDA Must Establish Rights for Access to the Buildings and Roofs of Incumbent Operators Premises and Access on Non-Discriminatory Terms to Incumbents’ Rights of Way Over Multi-Tenant Buildings.


In the emerging competitive telecommunications infrastructure, multiple broadband technologies, including Winstar’s wireless technology, will be utilized to meet customer demand and expectations.  Choice of technology will be driven by a number of factors, including cost, reliability and performance.  In order to maximize the potential for the development of a highly reliable, robust and diverse public switched telephone network, IDA must ensure that the interconnection standards it adopts do not favor the use of wireline technology over wireless.


Like other competitive entrants, operators of wireless broadband networks (e.g., Winstar) will maintain a collocation cage or other interconnection point in or near the end office or tandem switch of a local operator which interconnects on the port side of the local operator’s switching facilities.  However, instead of running copper or fiber optic cable from its premises to the operator’s switching facilities, wireless operators will rely on microwave transmitters placed on the roofs of these buildings to interconnect their broadband networks with the incumbents’ networks.  Thus, for wireless operators to interconnect on the premises of incumbent operators, they must be able to mount their transmission facilities on the roofs of the local operators’ end offices and tandems and must be able to utilize riser conduit running from the roof to the switching facilities.


As set forth in section 5.8.5 of the Code, there must be an obligation to make collocation space available on a non-discriminatory basis at the end offices and tandems of incumbent operators, including access to the roofs, riser conduit, and all structures that house the local operator’s network facilities. IDA should ensure that it is implemented, and that it is correctly interpreted to include the rights to building access herein indicated.  This is particularly important to wireless broadband operators and to Winstar, because technically and economically efficient interconnections will necessarily require that wireless transmission facilities be installed upon the incumbents’ roofs and appurtenances.  Moreover, Winstar and other wireless operators must be allowed access to riser conduit from the roof to the interconnection point.

Recognizing that IDA has not asked parties to address rights-of-way issues in these consultation proceedings, Winstar will briefly state its position regarding the rights of new entrants to access to rights-of-way and conduit controlled by incumbent operators in buildings not owned by operators (e.g., multi-tenant buildings for residential housing or commercial space).  As set forth in section 4.11 of the Code IDA should provide new entrants with non-discriminatory access to any pole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by incumbent operators.  In promulgating rules to implement this obligation, Winstar urges IDA to firmly establish the right of new entrants to access rooftop rights-of-way and riser conduit controlled by incumbent operators on the premises of multi-tenant buildings owned by third parties.  Landlords of multi-tenant buildings are often reluctant to allow carriers other than the incumbent operators to install facilities necessary to provide service to customers on their premises.  Although IDA may have limited power to order individual landlords to provide carriers with non-discriminatory access to their premises, it can alleviate the problem by ordering incumbent operators to provide non-discriminatory access to rights-of-way and conduit that they control on and in buildings owned by others.
III. Design of a Regulatory Scheme that Provides Incentives for the Development of Broadband Networks.

A. IDA Should Not Introduce Pricing Incentives/Penalties or Premiums to Induce Broadband Development, Rather It Should Rely on FLEC Pricing  (Section 2.1, Question 1)
.


Pursuant to the language in Section 1, and to Question 1, IDA is apparently planning to use interconnection pricing incentives and penalties to encourage facilities-based provision of advanced services regardless of underlying economic fundamentals.  Winstar is very concerned that this will lead to inefficient market entry and economic distortions.


Rather than regulate and distort the pricing of interconnection to include incentives, penalties, or premiums, IDA could best meet its goals by limiting its regulation to requiring the incumbent carriers to provide unbundled network elements and other facilities and services based on FLEC and by ensuring that interconnection between the incumbent and competitive carriers based on reciprocal compensation based on FLEC.  The experience in the United States has been that incumbent operators sometimes tend to block the unbundling of essential network elements in order to protect product offerings that deliver bandwidth less efficiently and with technologies with less growth potential (e.g., T-1 lines for businesses).  Therefore, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) in the United States has found that the widespread imposition of a legal obligation to unbundle network elements has been the effective way to increase investment in broadband technologies, as evidenced in the substantial development of digital subscriber line (xDSL) technologies in the United States.

B. IDA Should Allow Interconnection Charges Among New Entrants to Be Determined by Free Negotiation (Sections 2.2-2.3, Question 2).

IDA should allow new entrants in the market to negotiate interconnection charges freely among themselves.  It would not be advisable for IDA to establish ceilings or floors on interconnection charges for new entrants.  Such artificial boundaries on interconnection charges between new entrants may result in unwanted effects on the development of the telecommunications market.  For example, the mandatory establishment of certain rate ceilings, depending on the type of charge, might be an incentive for new entrants to develop networks and activities more oriented towards in-bound traffic.  Further, the reverse effect might be possible: new entrants might have stronger incentives to develop more outbound traffic.  In any case, the public interest and the consumers of Singapore would be ill-served by the determination of proxy rates that would serve as rate ceilings or floors and which would make it economically unattractive for competitive carriers to serve the vast majority of customers.

Moreover, the very early stages at which the broadband market is at in Singapore do not make it advisable for an economic regulation of relationships between the emerging carriers.  Market competition among the entrants and investment in new networks will flourish through private competition.  The evolution of competition and increased investment in the networks will lead competitors to choose the most efficient and competitive technologies.

Rather than intervene in the dynamics of this nascent sector of the market, IDA should concern itself with imposing economic regulation on the incumbent carriers, who have control over the “last mile” legacy networks, which are still the most important scarce resource for broadband providers, rather than on competitive providers.  The refurbishment of these networks is a more efficient way to deliver leading edge technology, avoiding a duplication of infrastructure and ensuring the “any-to-any” connectivity that IDA pursues for Singapore.

C. Reciprocal Access Is Necessary in Interconnection Arrangements (Section 2.4, Question 3).


It is frequently presumed that, at least initially, a new entrant may terminate a larger percentage of its traffic on the incumbent’s network than the incumbent will terminate on the new entrants’ network (although, the actual number of minutes exchanged likely will be in balance or may even be higher for the incumbent than its new facilities-based competitors).  If this were the case, any disparity in reciprocal compensation rates would have a far greater financial impact on the new entrant than the incumbent carrier.  Moreover, the development of “always-on” Internet access technologies such as xDSL, renders the discussion of the origination and termination of calls useless, and any charges or costs that are imposed on competitors will only deter them from incurring investment in these technologies.  In order to avoid placing new entrants at a severe competitive disadvantage, Winstar submits that it is critical for IDA to impose symmetrical rates.  In fact, IDA should make this pricing principle a priority.


The concept of compensating incumbents for the risk of providing new facilities and services is unclear and harmful if IDA is contemplating that new entrants will pay above FLEC for interconnection with incumbents.  This would also serve as an obstacle to the development of broadband technologies that will help to modernize and refurbish the incumbents’ “legacy” networks.

D. Symmetrical Charges Are Desirable for the Development of Broadband Infrastructure (Section 2.5, Question 4).


In principle, the possibility of the incumbents having to incur additional costs is not a sufficient reason to establish asymmetrical compensation arrangements.  IDA’s concerns that new entrants will deploy unusual technologies that may impose inappropriate costs on incumbents under a reciprocal compensation scheme is unfounded.  Marketplace pressures will require new entrants to use the most efficient and reliable technologies that will enable them to interconnect with the incumbents at a reduced cost.  This concern does not warrant a departure from reciprocal compensation principles.

In a competitive marketplace, incumbent operators and new entrants developing broadband networks should recover their overhead and joint and common costs in their retail end user rates, as they do today.  Sanctioning a markup on the prices for essential inputs sold to competitors will afford incumbent operators excessive and unreasonable latitude to disproportionately assign overhead and joint and common costs to such inputs, thereby placing their competitors in a price squeeze.

Asymmetrical, cost-based compensation schemes would have the perverse effect of penalizing new entrants for deploying state-of-the-art technology.  In the vast majority of cases, a new entrant’s incremental cost to terminate traffic will be lower than the incumbent’s in significant part because it will use a more efficient network technology and topology.  Under an asymmetrical reciprocal compensation arrangement, the incumbent operator, rather than the new entrant, will reap the benefits of these lower costs.  Indeed, a more efficient new entrant would be handicapped financially whether it originates or terminates a call.  First, it will be forced to absorb the costs of the incumbent operator’s less efficient network by paying higher termination rates.  Second, it will be forced to pass the cost savings from its own more efficient network to the less efficient operators by charging lower termination rates.  As a result, despite having the less efficient, more costly network, the inefficient operator will enjoy a significant competitive advantage over its more efficient competitors.  Nor will the incumbent have any incentive to increase the efficiency of its own operations as long as it is free to charge higher traffic termination rates than its competitors.  Reciprocal compensation rate symmetry is absolutely necessary to preserve the competitive opportunities new entrants will bring to the table and to prevent incumbents from shifting their costs on to their competitors.

E. Undistorted Competition Is the Best Incentive to the Development of Broadband Technology.  Risk Premiums Will Lead to Market Distortions (Section 2.6, Question 5).


Risk premiums for development of broadband networks is unjustified.  Incumbent operators should recover their overhead and joint and common costs in their retail end-user rates.  Establishing a premium for interconnection by competitors will afford the new entrants the possibility of transferring their costs to such inputs, thereby excluding the end-users of competitor’s networks from gaining access to new technology.  This would lead to the widening of the “digital divide” instead of the widespread convergence which IDA intends to promote.  A competitively neutral pricing structure is a far greater incentive to a sustainable and progressive development to broadband and leading edge technology.


Broadband providers will remain willing to widely deploy advanced facilities necessary to provide high bandwidth services if they can unlock the value of the copper networks of the incumbents, which already connects Singapore’s businesses and homes, provided that they have access to loop elements that are priced based on long-run incremental costs.  This is further discussed below, requiring new carriers to pay a risk premium to incumbent thwart competitive entry.

F. The FLEC Cost Basis Is the Optimum Foundation for the Interconnection Regime in Singapore (Section 5.1, Question 10).

Winstar advocates FLEC and long run-incremental cost methodologies as the guiding principles for the economic regulation for Singapore’s interconnection framework.  Any other pricing framework is not advisable.  Otherwise, at the most fundamental level, an incumbent carrier could drive competitors out of business with retail price squeeze schemes in relation to its leased line offerings.

Any requests by incumbents to include common costs in pricing for unbundled network elements (“UNEs”) and interconnection should be subjected to rigorous cross examinations, and could not, certainly, be a basis for the imposition of a general rule for interconnection in the market.  IDA should subject any such requests to a rigorous cross-examination of the models and inputs used to describe the incumbents’ cost structure to determine:  (a) whether costs claimed by the incumbents are attributable to current inefficient network deployment; (b) what cost savings the incumbents would have realized had they deployed the least-cost, most-efficient technology possible, or, in any case, the most efficient that it currently employs at any point in its network; (c) whether claims are for costs associated with the production of only the service or element in question; and, (d) whether the claims should be reduced to account for underutilization or utilization attributable to the incumbents.


Therefore, given the market dominance of the incumbents, placing any premiums on the pricing of interconnection or unbundled network elements is ill-advised.  Rather, IDA should be prepared to scrutinize the cost structure presented by the incumbents as a justification for their interconnection rates, a task which will not be a simple one.

G. Imposition of Bonuses/Penalties for Use of Capacity to Compensate Costs Incurred by Network Providers Is Not Advisable (Section 6.1, Question 11).


The imposition of a bonus/penalty scheme turning on the differential between the amounts of traffic is unjustifiable.  Moreover, as explained earlier, the usage of xDSL and other broadband technologies does not fit the traditional framework of termination/origination of network traffic.  Broadband traffic is not measurable.  The constant flux and development of these technologies suggests that the imposition of a bonus/penalty framework is still ill-advised.  It is foreseeable that, rather than serving as an incentive for new entrants to make reasonable use of bandwidth,
 the bonus/penalty framework will serve as an excuse and an instrument for the delay tactics of incumbents and others to impose pricing above FLEC.

H. Responsibility for Origination and Termination Charges Should Be Implemented on a Bill-and-Keep Basis (Section 6.2, Question 12).

Winstar supports “bill-and-keep” as an appropriate compensation arrangement for a trial period of 36 months.  Bill-and-keep has several advantages over other methods of cost recovery.  It is administratively simple, eliminating the need for tracking and billing local traffic between carriers.  This promotes the immediate introduction of competition for local services that is called for by the Act.  Other forms of cost recovery call for the incumbent to provide information concerning its costs for terminating traffic, and thus are susceptible to manipulation by the incumbent operator, because neither new entrants such as Winstar, nor IDA, have the resources to investigate these issues thoroughly or in a timely manner.

IV.
Summary and Conclusions.

Following is a brief summary and conclusions of the foregoing comments:

· IDA should impose the following obligations exclusively on incumbent operators:

(a) publication of a standard interconnection offer;

(b) publication of reports regarding the implementation of interconnection obligations; and

(c) prohibition of the imposition of broad confidentiality obligations in the context of interconnection negotiations.

· IDA should establish the following rules for interconnection obligations:
(a) a maximum of 60 days on interconnection negotiations;

(b) procedural rules for interconnection must establish the specific instances where IDA will be empowered to intervene; and

(c) all interconnection agreements must be made public to ensure non-discriminatory treatment of competitive operators.

· IDA should impose the obligation to provide unbundled network elements (including provision of space for collocation) within a clear and short time frame on incumbent operators.
· As a corollary on collocation, IDA should establish special rights in favor on new entrants for access on non-discriminatory terms to:
(a) the buildings and roofs of incumbent operators; and

(b) the rights of way over multi-tenant buildings controlled by incumbent operators.
· IDA should establish a framework for interconnection where pricing is based on forward-looking costs and mechanisms for compensation are not unduly burdensome for any of the parties.
· IDA should establish symmetrical and reciprocal compensation schemes, to avoid unnecessary distortions in the relationships among interconnected operators.
· IDA should not establish artificial incentives, penalties, or premiums on pricing schemes, because they will distort the relationships in the marketplace.
· A clear regulatory interconnection framework that relies on competition as the primary incentive for operators is the ideal setting for the deployment of broadband technologies.  If IDA implements specific rules that follow these principles and enforces them vigorously and coherently, the marketplace will deliver the desired results.
This report is copyright of Winstar and may not be reproduced in any means or form by any person or organisation other than IDA or the Government of Singapore, who may use and distribute this report in total or in part in any manner for any governmental purposes, including posting to their Internet web site.  Winstar does not relinquish its rights to this work, by granting such authority for any duplication, replication or posting by the Government of Singapore or IDA.

� Capitalized terms used herein but not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth  in the Code.


� Unless otherwise stated, all section and question references in Part III of this document correspond to those contained in the Consultation Document.


�	In any case, many new technologies, specifically xDSL, usually employ bandwidth at frequencies that are not being otherwise utilized by voice traffic.
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