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M1'S RESPONSE TO IDA'S REVISED CODE OF PRACTICE FOR COMPETITION IN THE PROVISION OF TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES

14 July, 2000

This paper is prepared in response to IDA's consultation document dated 16 Feb 2000 and represents M1's views on the subject matter.  Unless otherwise noted, M1 makes no representation or warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of the information and data contained in this paper nor the suitability of the said information or data for any particular purpose otherwise than as stated above.  M1 or any party associated with this paper or its content assumes no liability for any loss or damage resulting from the use or misuse of any information contained herein or any errors or omissions and shall not be held responsible for the validity of the information contained in any reference noted herein nor the misuse of information nor any adverse effects from use of any stated materials presented herein or the reliance thereon. 

M1'S RESPONSE TO IDA'S CONSULTATION PAPER ON THE PROPOSED CODE OF PRACTICE FOR COMPETITION IN THE PROVISION OF TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES 

1 Introduction 

1.1. The aim of this paper is to provide M1's response to IDA's revised Code of Practice for Competition in the Provision of Telecommunication Services (short-title "Telecom Competition Code") released on 30 Jun 2000. 

2 Description of the Commenting Party and its Interest in the Proceeding  

2.1 M1 has been providing cellular mobile and paging services to the Singapore market since 1 Apr 1997, and we have achieved a combined customer base of more than 760,000 to date. 

2.2 Following the Singapore Government's move to fully liberalise the telecommunications market from 1 Apr 2000, M1 was awarded a Facilities Based Operator (FBO) licence on 1 Jun 2000 to operate a public cellular mobile telephone, public radio paging and terrestrial telecommunications systems.  As a FBO licensee, M1 would be required to comply with the proposed Telecom Competition Code. 

2.3 M1 filed comments during the first round of consultation on the proposed Telecom Competition Code and this submission provides our comments on the revised Telecom Competition Code. 

3 SECTION 3 - DUTY OF LICENSEES TO END-USERS 

Section 3.2.2.5 - No Charges for Unauthorised Services 

Section 3.2.2.6 - No Charges by Unauthorised Service Providers 

Section 3.2.3.1 - Initiation of Challenge 

3.1 Concerning the grace period given to customers to notify licensees of any disputed charge, M1 notes that this has been extended from 30 days in first draft of the Telecom Competition Code to 60 days in the revised Telecom Competition Code.  While M1 understands IDA’s need to ensure that customers are sufficiently protected and we agree that it is necessary to give customers a grace period to dispute charges, we feel that 60-days is rather excessive. 

3.2 A typical billing cycle is about 30 days.  Currently, M1 gives its customers within 20 days from the date of bill invoice to dispute any charges - the industry practice is between 7 to 14 days.  M1's concern is that lengthening the grace period for disputing charges would also lengthen the collection cycle, and this is not desirable for any operator.  Lengthening the collection cycle increases an operator's bad debt risks and thereby, imposing higher costs on operators, which would ultimately be passed on to customers. 

3.3 In addition, credit policies often vary for different services and imposing a fixed period to dispute charges would restrict a licensee’s flexibility to vary its credit terms in commensurate with the financial risks it undertakes to provide certain services, e.g. IDD and roaming.    

Section 3.2.4 - Suspension or Termination of Service by Licensee 

3.4 In the interests of customers and fraud management, M1 is of the opinion that a licensee should be given the liberty to suspend or disconnect the service(s) of any customer who is found to be using the service(s) in an inappropriate manner.  Examples of such inappropriate behaviour would include mass broadcasts that cause annoyance, embarrassment, irritation to other customers, using the service(s) fraudulently without intention to pay etc.  While M1 agrees to acting in conformity with directions from the appropriate authority concerning "illegal activities", we submit that operators should be allowed to take immediate action in cases where its operations are directly and adversely affected, or damage may be caused to the network.   

Section 3.3.5 - Duty to Provide Unbundled Service 

3.5 While this provision imposes a blanket barring on Dominant Licensees from offering a bundled competitive and non-competitive service at a discount, M1 notes that IDA will consider granting exemptions to allow a Dominant Licensee to provide single-price packages on a short-term promotion basis.  For the purpose of establishing a common understanding, the Telecom Competition Code should specify the maximum duration permitted for “a short term promotion”, and that extensions of such “short term promotions” should not be permitted.    

4
APPENDIX 1 - INTERCONNECTION / ACCESS IN A CONVERGENT 


   AND FULLY LIBERALISED ENVIRONMENT 

APPENDIX 2 – INTERCONNECTION RELATED SERVICES

Responsibility for Charges – Physical Interconnection, Unbundled Network Elements and Essential Support Facilities 

4.1
With reference to Section 6.1.4 of Appendix 1, M1 is of the opinion that the provision prohibiting licensees from ordering additional capacity until the initial capacity has been utilised is too rigid and operationally unrealistic.  Prudent capacity planning will always factor in a provision for spare capacity to cater for unplanned growth and to meet quality of service requirements during busy hour periods.  When an order is placed for additional capacity, there is a lead-time between when the order is placed and capacity allocation.  We propose that this provision should be reworded as follows: -

“The initial request for capacity should be based on 12 months anticipated requirement.  Subsequently, the licensee providing capacity shall not reject any order for additional capacity if the requesting licensee can demonstrate that it had utilised the initial capacity efficiently and that the additional capacity is required for future expansion.  The request should also take into account the lead-time for ordering capacity.” 

4.1 
On the provision requiring licensees to return capacity that remains unused after 
12 months, M1 is of the view that it is impractical to mandate such a requirement on licensees.  Instead, we take the view that treatment of unused capacity should be left to commercial agreement between licensees.  Only in the event that licensees fail to agree commercially, should this provision be applied as a last resort.  M1 also notes that this section 6.1.4 seems to apply only to Dominant Licensees.  Our view is that it should apply to any licensee providing interconnection services. 

Responsibility for Charges – Originating / Transit / Terminating (O/T/T) Services 

4.2 
M1 agrees with IDA’s policy approach on the responsibility for originating and terminating service charges.  That licensees should be responsible for their own costs in setting up the points of interconnection and compensating the other licensee for use of its network (to the extent that both licensees derive some benefit from interconnecting their networks) is a fair and equitable arrangement.  M1 submits that where licensees have an obligation to reciprocate interconnection, this would be the best and optimum approach to take concerning the responsibility for charges.     

4.3 With respect to the treatment of originating and terminating charges in the revised fixed-mobile interconnection regime, M1 notes that IDA has indicated that it would give mobile operators the flexibility to determine their end-user tariffs.  M1 supports this move, as it is consistent with the rationale that end-user tariffs allow licensees to recover from customers the cost of utilising network resources for provision of the service.  Access charges, on the other hand, serve to compensate the licensee for the incremental cost of conveying the call from one network to another. 

4.4 Accordingly, where there is mutual exchange of traffic, interconnection establishment costs, such as the cost of establishing the physical interconnection link, associated network conditioning costs and subsequent operating costs should also be shared among the parties establishing the interconnect link.  For example, in Hong Kong, the set up costs associated with establishing and maintaining interconnection facilities is based on the LRAIC standard and are shared equally among the parties establishing the interconnection link. This cost sharing principle is also commonly practised in the exchange of international traffic, where the far-end and near-end operators share the cost of the international transmission capacity. 

4.5 With reference to section 6.2.4, IDA should state explicitly that the “retail per call rate” actually pertains to the PSTN retail rate.  M1 also seeks clarification from IDA as to whether the revised fixed-mobile interconnection regime would similarly apply for paging services. 

4.6 In addition, M1 would like to request that Section 6 of Appendix 1 should also clarify that the principles for origination and termination charges would apply regardless of whether the interconnection is achieved via direct or indirect access. 

Structure of Charges 

4.7 Broadly, M1 concurs with IDA’s policy approach – that the structure of charges must mirror the cost behaviour of IRS provision.  However, such a policy approach would seem to suggest that the principle of asymmetric charging should rule.  M1 acknowledges that while symmetrical charging is simple to administer, it would not reflect the cost of providing a service. 

4.8 In determining what is an “equivalent service”, besides the traditional classification into voice, data, video services, etc, IDA should also consider the mode of service delivery, i.e. via wireline vs. wireless.  From an end-user perspective, services delivered over wireless mediums offer real benefits of anytime, anywhere connectivity, communication and access to information.  Since end-users are not able to derive a similar benefit from wireline, they are unlikely to treat voice, data and video services delivered over wireline compared to wireless as “equivalent”.  That the industry recognises this distinction is evidenced by the shift in attention and resources towards mobile commerce, location-based services and wireless portal applications.  Hence, M1 believes that this distinction is valid and would urge IDA not to discount its relevance.  

Unbundled Network Services 

4.9 We refer to the presentation by Deloitte Consulting during the second public forum held on 6 Jul 2000.  In the presentation materials on “Directory Listings”, it was indicated that “New licensees must provide name, address number data to the Dominant Licensee…”.  M1 notes that this requirement was not included in Appendix 2 of the revised Telecom Competition Code.  M1's view is that this should not be a mandatory requirement and new licensees should have the flexibility to request for inclusion in Directory Listings provided by the Dominant Licensee. 

- End of Paper -
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