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Introduction
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 Engagement: Axon Partners Group Consulting (hereinafter, ‘Axon’) has been commissioned the study 

“Assessment of the cost of providing wholesale voice call termination services on fixed networks in the 

EU/EEA countries – SMART 2018/0014” (the ‘Project’) by the European Commission (hereinafter, ‘EC’).

 Objective of the study: Assess the cost of providing wholesale voice call termination services on fixed 

networks in the EU/EEA countries, in the context of the implementation of an Euro Rate as defined in the 

EECC.

 Purpose of the Document: 

❖ Summarise* the feedback received regarding the Methodology presented during Workshop 1 and the 

data gathering process. 

❖ Present EC/Axon’s views and conclusions based on the feedback received..

Note (*): Attached excel file presents all comments received (removing those marked as confidential by stakeholders). 
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Project Activities and Tasks

Objective 0. Project kick-off and inception 

meeting

Objective 1. Determine characteristics of 

the BULRIC model

Objective 2. Build, populate and calibrate 

the BULRIC model

Objective 3. Validate the cost model and 

its outputs with NRAs and BEREC

Objective 4. Technical assistance on the 

cost model during Commission's proposals

1-1211 12 1 2 3 549 10 6

2018 2019 2020

1210 11987

The Project is progressing in accordance with the plan. Feedback 
received has been considered in the finalisation of the model’s 
methodology and the data gathering process has been launched

5

 This document represent the closure of Objective 1. 

 As per the plan, the feedback to the public consultation round on the model’s methodology (launched on 23 

October) and on the draft data requests (launched on 31 October) was duly received on 15 November.

 We have analysed the feedback received and anticipated the data gathering process which was launched on 

4th December 2018.

Current 
situation

Consult. 
round
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Stakeholders were given 3,5 weeks to provide their views on the 
model’s methodology and 2 weeks for the draft data requests

 Stakeholders received materials to 

understand the methodology and the data 

collection process to be applied by EC/Axon 

in the development of the cost model.

 As part of this process, stakeholders were 

expected to provide comments on:

• Costing methodology presented to 

the industry by EC/Axon during the 

Workshop 1.

• Data collection process, including 

both the Data Request Form (Excel file) 

and the accompanying Manual (Word 

file).

15 November
Consultation Phase is closed

23 October
Consultation Phase on the 
methodology is launched

October

December

November

Consultation on the model’s methodology

31 October
Consultation Phase on the draft data 
requests is launched

Consultation on the draft data requests

6
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A very high response rate has been registered for this 
consultation

Participating countries Non-participating countries

Position of the 31 EU/EEA countries  29 of the 31 EU/EEA 

countries have submitted 

their feedback on the 

materials of the consultation 

round.

 Only Iceland and 

Liechtenstein have decided 

not to participate.

 The large majority of 

stakeholders have submitted 

the feedback through the 

template provided, making it 

easier to compare their 

position and extract 

meaningful conclusions. 
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Some quick facts about the outcomes of the consultation round 
on the methodology…

29 countries have participated of this process

89 different stakeholders have provided feedback

70% of the responses were issued by operators

81% of the responses agreed or partially agreed with the approach adopted

1104 responses have been received from stakeholders
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Note: The agreement rate refers to the percentage of responses received from a country that agrees or 
partially agrees with the approach adopted.

Agreement rate of the respondent countries

 The 29 participating 

countries have shown an 

agreement rate above the 

50% (minimum agreement 

rate is 57%).

 An average agreement rate 

of 81% has been reached. 

This demonstrates that in 

general stakeholders are 

complacent with the 

methodology proposed by 

EC/Axon.

Stakeholders from different countries have shown diverging 
views on the approaches proposed by EC/Axon
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Methodology

58%

23%

19%
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Stakeholders have shown a high degree of agreement with the 
materials submitted to public consultation

69%20%

11%

Data Collection Materials

Agreement Partial agreement Disagreement

Main comments received:

 Concerns regarding Project’s timelines

 Supporting LRIC+ standard and the Tilted Annuities 

approach (in contrast to the Code)

 In favour of considering the active transmission 

equipment costs by means of a mark-up

 Arguments for the consideration of TDM Ix.

Main comments received:

 Stakeholders have sent their questions on the 

content of the data request

 Stakeholders have expressed their comments 

aiming at improving the descriptions and the 

clarity of the requested information
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42.0%

64.0%

73.0%

84.0%

78.0%

58.0%

77.0%

73.0%

76.0%

73.0%

Q.1 - Timetable

Q.2 - Levels of interaction

Q.3 - Approach to collect data

Q.4 - Treatment of confidential data

Q.5 - Approach based on EC's 2009 recommendation and EECC

Q.6 - Exclusion of access and passive transmission equipment

Q.7 - Exclusion of active transmission and switching equipment

Q.8 - Voice core platforms will generate most of the pure LRIC
cost

Q.13 - Cost categories of wholesale commercial costs

Q.14 - Treatment of wholesale commercial costs

Note: Feedback to the rest of questions, which are of a more complex nature, is discussed in the next slide

Percentage of responses that agree or partially agree with the approach adopted

Stakeholders broadly agree with the approach defined by 
EC/Axon, with the only exception on the timetable

Agreement– +

12
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Act. Transmission Assets costs Alloc. of WH costs Ref. operator

There were also four other methodological subjects for which we 
explicitly requested feedback on the approach to be adopted

23%

44%

20%

13%

57%

20%

15%

8%

74%

6%

20%
34%

19%
8%

39%

Not considered

Mark-up

Fully modelled

Price catalogues

Cost-Volume Rel.

EC/Axon's own CVRs

Operators' allocations

Wholesale payments

Other

Stakeholders prefer 

to consider active 

transmission 

equipment by 

means of a 

mark-up

The option of prices 

catalogues is the 

favourite among the 

industry, while they 

also recognize some 

benefits of the CVRs

Stakeholders 

advocate for 

operators’ 

allocations when 

dealing with wh. 

commercial costs

A wide variety of 

views have been 

received for the 

reference operator.

Other

Incumbent MS

MS of 25%

MS of 50%

OtherOther

13
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Question 0: Illustrative Example

NRAs

50%

50%

0%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

20%

40%

40%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

Comment from <5 stakeholders

# Relevant comments Occurrences EC/Axon’s view

1
[Description of the 
comment 1]

[Description of EC/Axon’s view on comment 1]

2
[Description of the 
comment 2]

[Description of EC/Axon’s view on comment 2]

3
[Description of the 
comment 0]

[Description of EC/Axon’s view on comment 3]

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders

Operators’ feedback on 
the titles’ question

Excerpt on the most 
relevant comments 

received on the titles' 
question

Numbering of 
the 

comments

# of times a 
comment has 
been received

EC/Axon’s views 
on each relevant 

comments

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs’ feedback on the 
titles’ question
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# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Reduced time to comment on Workshop 1 and draft 
requests.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to extend this period.

2
Reduced time to submit the information requested 
in the data collection phase.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to postpone deadlines. The data gathering 
process has been anticipated, providing 1 additional week to 
stakeholders.

3
Reduced time for the consultation phase of the cost 
model.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to extend this period.

4
Operators should be engaged not only in objectives 
1 and 2 but also in objectives 3 and 4.

Please note that operators are also involved in Objective 3 (during the 
consultation on the model). Objective 4 is a follow-up activity for Axon 
to answer EC’s questions after the model is closed. Stakeholders may 
be involved if required.

5
Potential issues providing 2018 data due to end of 
the year processes

Due to the EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end 2019, it 
is not possible to wait for the closure of 2018 data. If the 2018 data is 
not available we encourage operators to estimate the data based on 
available information. Additional details have been provided in the data 
request supporting documentation.

15

Question 1 - Objectives & Timetable: Do you agree with the timetable 
of the project? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

36%

32%

32%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

27%

21%

52%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

6
A second consultation round should be carried, 
similar to the roaming model.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to include a second consultation round. Instead, 
a longer period has been provided to stakeholders for the consultation.

7
Gathering 2018 data for establishing tariffs at the 
end of 2020 could entail that results produced may 
not be up-to-date.

This is also typically the case in similar NRAs’ processes. The project 
has been envisaged to use the most updated possible data while 
meeting EC’s procedures and deadlines. In any case, if during 
consultation of the model the stakeholders identify any input that has 
suffered significant changes since the data was provided, we are open 
to revisit them if sufficient information and evidences are provided 
during the consultation. 

8
There should be another consultation on the 
methodology.

The methodology was presented during the Workshop 1 and consulted 
with the industry. Stakeholders will have the opportunity to review how 
the methodology is implemented in practice when the model is shared 
for consultation.

9
There is no urgency to define FTR. The entire 
project timeline should be expanded.

The definition of a Euro rate is required as per the EECC. In order to be 
able to comply with the procedures to set such rate, the EC needs to 
have a model ready before the end of 2019.

16

Question 1 - Objectives & Timetable: Do you agree with the timetable 
of the project? (2/2)

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 2 - Objectives & Timetable: Do you agree with the expected 
levels of interaction between the EC/Axon and stakeholders? (1/2)  

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

68%

24%

8%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

51%

11%

38%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Interactions with operators should be done directly 
with Axon/EC.

Given the high number of operators involved in the process, the direct 
interaction is not suitable. Moreover, interaction through NRAs ensure a 
proper consideration of local realities and processes, which has been 
successful in the study for mobile networks.

2
Further interaction between EC/Axon and operators 
is required to ensure proper consideration of the 
information, including one-to-one meetings.

Several interactions with operators are already expected to ensure 
proper consideration of the information. Operators will have the 
opportunity to review the models (including the inputs) and provide 
comments.

3
Operators should have the opportunity to engage 
with EC/Axon and discuss the modelling approach.

The operators had the opportunity to discuss the methodological 
approach during the Workshop 1 and provide further comments during 
the consultation. 

4
A second consultation round is required to verify 
that the comments have been properly 
implemented.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to carry out a second consultation on the model.

5

The approach of aggregating inputs of different 
providers within the same country could result in 
loss of specific details. There is lack of transparency 
on how the aggregated data will be employed.

The operators have presented concerns regarding the confidentiality of 
the information. The selected approach reduces the amount of 
confidential information handled. In the case that there are specificities 
hidden by aggregation of information, stakeholders are encouraged to 
explain the situation when providing information.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 2 - Objectives & Timetable: Do you agree with the expected 
levels of interaction between the EC/Axon and stakeholders? (2/2)  

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

6

Questioning the need of developing a model. 
Simpler approaches could be followed (e.g. defining 
a Euro-rate based on FTRs already approved by 
NRAs)

The development of a pan-European model is required to ensure up-to-
date results and unification of hypothesis and methodological 
approaches.

7
There is a lack of visibility on how specific 
methodologies are going to be implemented in the 
model.

Most relevant and material aspects were already presented during 
Workshop 1. The stakeholders will be able to analyse the practical 
implementations of the methodologies and all the details when the 
model is shared for consultation.

8
The operators should be able to access the model, 
use it and comment it.

The operators will be able to access the model during its consultation.

9
EC/Axon should interact with operators to clarify 
information provided.

EC/Axon will interact with stakeholders to clarify information if 
required. Interaction with operators are considered if required.

10
NRAs should share the aggregated information with 
all operators contributing.

This decision will be taken by NRAs’ based on their national legislation 
and past practice. 

11
Stakeholders should have access to results for all 
countries.

It is expected that as much information as possible is shared with all 
stakeholders (potentially including results from other countries), 
provided that there are no confidentiality issues.

12
Regulators may not be able to review information 
from operators.

We encourage NRAs to review as much information as they can to 
ensure their knowledge about local aspects is taken into account. We 
understand that NRAs may not be able to review certain details.

13
Concerns regarding the fact that comments 
provided may not be taken into account.

Comments will be taken into account when they are sensitive, aligned 
with existing regulations (including EECC), evidence-based and enough 
information is provided for their implementation.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 3 - Data collection process: Do you agree with the approach 
suggested to collect the required data from stakeholders? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

67%

21%

13%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

59%

25%

16%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
The data collection process should be done directly 
by EC/Axon. 

Given the high number of operators involved in the process, the direct 
interaction is not suitable. Moreover, interaction through NRAs ensure a 
proper consideration of local realities and processes, which is being 
successful in the study for mobile networks.

2
Reduced time to submit the information requested 
in the data collection phase.

Due to EC’s needs to have the model ready before the end of 2019, it 
has not been possible to postpone deadlines. The data gathering 
process has been anticipated, providing 1 additional week.

3

The design of the data requests should reduce the 
burden on the operators side. The data requested is 
very detailed, complicating the collection of data by 
operators. 

Detailed information is needed in this kind of exercises. It is worth 
noting that since active transmission/switching equipment will be 
implemented based on a mark-up (as described later in this 
document), the request has been notably simplified.

4
NRAs should share the aggregated information with 
all operators contributing.

This decision will be taken by NRAs’ based on their national legislation 
and past practice. 

5
Information collected should be verified with other 
sources.

Information provided by stakeholders will be crosschecked among 
countries, when possible, and with other available sources.

6
NRAs should provide must of the information 
requested, asking operators to validate it and/or 
provide additional information, when required.

As described, NRAs should first identify available information and then 
request operators any additional details required.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 3 - Data collection process: Do you agree with the approach 
suggested to collect the required data from stakeholders? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

7
Network virtualisation is uncertain and information 
may not be available. 

We acknowledge the comment. Network virtualisation is not expected 
to be modelled.

8
Information requests are burdensome, especially if 
active transmission/switching equipment is 
modelled in detail.

Based on the feedback received (as described later), active 
transmission/switching equipment is going to be considered based on a 
mark-up, reducing significantly the data requirements.

9
Alternative sources should only be used if 
information is not provided by stakeholders.

We expect to give priority to stakeholders’ information, provided it is 
sensitive.

10
NRAs should be careful when aggregating data from 
operators, transmitting any particularity identified.

We agree.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 4 - Data collection process: Do you agree with the 
procedure set-up to ensure the proper treatment of confidential data? 
(1/2)  

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

80%

16%

4%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

65%

33%

2%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Some information should be considered as business 
secrets and cannot be disclosed.

NDA between EC and Axon has been shared with stakeholders. 
Mechanisms have also been designed to protect confidentiality, as 
described in the data requests manuals.

2

Confidential information for this project should be 
treated according to the same strict rules as the EC 
applies in other cases, for example market 
investigations. 

NDA between EC and Axon is based on the template used by EC for 
procurement processes. Mechanisms used in other cases are similar to 
those we are proposing to use in this study.

3
The approach proposed for confidentiality would not 
be valid if only one operator provides data.

The approach proposed also applies in these cases. However, in such 
cases information would not be aggregated and would rather be 
classified as confidential.

4
Stakeholders have recommended some additional 
clauses/conditions to the NDA signed between Axon 
and EC.

This issue is currently being assessed by the EC for future 
consideration in its NDA.

5 More confidentiality levels should be added.
No details have been provided. The levels defined are considered 
sufficient and consistent with the approach followed in the mobile 
model.

6
Information only shared within one country (level 
1) could result in advantage for groups operating in 
more than one country.

Information about all countries’ results are expected to be provided.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 4 - Data collection process: Do you agree with the 
procedure set-up to ensure the proper treatment of confidential data? 
(2/2)  

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

7
Clarifications requested regarding the possibility 
that level 2 information is shared with the NRA in 
the concerned country.

Level 2 information could be shared with the concerned NRA (which in 
any case provided the information), provided that it does not share it 
with the operators in its country.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 5 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the 
approach proposed to take into account the EC's 2009 recommendation 
and the EECC? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

83%

13%

4%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

60%

25%

15%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
LRIC+ or FDC standards should be employed 
instead of Pure LRIC. 

The use of Pure LRIC is already defined in the new Code, reason why 
alternative options are not subject to discussion.

2
Annualisation method should be consistent with 
mobile model.

We acknowledge the benefits of keeping consistency.

3
Tilted annuities or linear depreciation should be 
employed instead of economic depreciation.

The use of Economic depreciation has already been defined in the new 
Code, reason why alternative options are not subject to discussion.

4

TDM networks should be considered since they are 
still in place.

TDM capable interconnection should be considered 
due to existing obligations in some countries.

Considering TDM networks is not consistent with EECC.

However, for information purposes the EC/Axon/SC considers 
appropriate to assess the situation regarding TDM interconnection 
obligations. To this effect, information related to interconnection 
between TDM and IP solutions is requested in the final version of the 
data request. 

5

Call to ensure that elements included in the model 
for fixed and mobile call termination shall be similar 
unless there would be an objective justification to 
differentiate.

We agree.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 5 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the 
approach proposed to take into account the EC's 2009 recommendation 
and the EECC? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

6

The biggest operator of the fix network in CZ 
provides only wholesale services and has no 
opportunity to recover costs from prices on non-
regulated retail markets.

The implementation of a Pure LRIC approach is requested by the EECC. 
The use of a Pure LRIC approach for voice termination does not 
preclude the operator from setting prices at higher levels for other 
wholesale services (including to recover joint and common costs).

7

MGW was indicated in the EU guidelines as a traffic 
exchange element mandatory in the inter-network 
communication. Will it be included in the cost 
model? How will its cost be allocated to the FTR?

Clarifications have been requested to the stakeholder issuing this 
comment, and no answer has been provided.

8
It is not required to develop a model. Models 
implemented based on 2009 recommendation can 
be used instead.

The development of a pan-European model is required to ensure up-to-
date results and unification of hypothesis and methodological 
approaches.

9
The 2009 recommendation does not allow to 
exclude costs.

No costs are going to be excluded.  Active switching/transmission costs 
will be included as a mark-up.

10
Bottom-up models should be reconciled with top-
down data. 

We agree that reconciliation is required. Information required for 
reconciliation purposes was already included in the draft data request.

11
Request for transparency on how FTR will be set 
based on the outcomes of the model.

This question is subject to EC’s decision at a later stage based on the 
outputs of the model and other information available to the EC.

12
Setting a FTR based on average of costs would not 
allow cost recovery for those with costs above 
average.

Comment acknowledged. This decision will be taken by EC at a later 
stage.

13
The Economic Depreciation should be based on 
revenues.

Revenue based ED is not feasible given the difficulty of extracting fixed 
voice revenues from bundled products. 

14
There is a need of information on how methodology 
is going to be implemented in practice.

Stakeholders will have the opportunity to do so during the consultation 
of the model.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 6 - Methodological approach: Do you agree that the access 
network elements, the fibre transmission links (cable) and civil 
infrastructure elements will generate no material pure LRIC costs to voice 
termination and, hence, should not be modelled?

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

75%

21%

4%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

41%

11%

48%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
All network elements should be modelled (in line 
with the positions of employing LRIC+ or FDC 
standards)

The new Code clear states that “only those traffic related costs which 
would be avoided in the absence of a wholesale voice termination 
service being provided shall be allocated to the relevant termination 
increment”, reason why the modelling of traffic non-related elements, 
not having impact in the results, has not been considered.

2
The costs of these elements should be considered 
by means of a mark-up. 

For the same reason as above, this mark-up would be zero.

3
Some stakeholders have indicated that these costs 
can be in some cases incremental to the 
termination service. 

No relevant evidences that demonstrate stakeholders’ statements have 
been received.  

4
In the access part of the network there are 
dedicated functionalities for voice services that 
should be considered.

It is worth noting that the question should not be if there are 
functionalities for voice services, but if they are incremental to the 
termination service (which would not be the case).

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 7 - Methodological approach: Do you agree that the 
EC/Axon team should not include active transmission and switching 
equipment in the model? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

18%

55%

18%

9%

Not considered

Cons. thr. a mark-up

 Fully modelled

Other Operators

25%

41%

22%

12%

Not considered

Cons. thr. a mark-up

 Fully modelled

Other

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Mark-up is the best way to contemplate active 
transmission and switching equipment and it 
reduces data complexity.

Based on the received feedback, EC/Axon agrees on the employment of 
the mark-up as the most efficient solution for the consideration of 
active transmission equipment costs.

2
Active transmission and switching should be 
modelled.

This option has been finally rejected given its lower acceptance among 
stakeholders as well as its greater complexity compared to the use of a 
mark-up. 

This option also allows to significantly reduce the complexity of the 
data request, addressing stakeholders’ concerns with the time needed 
to reply to the data collection process.

3
Different technologies employed in NRAs’ cost 
models make difficult the calculation of an adequate 
mark-up. 

The final data request includes information to ensure a proper 
calculation of the mark up and to understand the methodology 
implemented in NRA’s models.

4
These costs cannot be excluded. The issue should 
be properly analysed

Costs will not be excluded. We are requesting information to analyse 
further the issue.

5
These elements are implemented in the models 
developed by NRAs.

We appreciate the information. We would expect information from 
these models to be provided during the data gathering process.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 7 - Methodological approach: Do you agree that the 
EC/Axon team should not include active transmission and switching 
equipment in the model? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

6
Benchmark presented in the workshop are referring 
to countries with high share of fixed broadband and 
may not be representative of the entire EU.

The information analysed was extracted from several of the SC’s 
models and from information publicly available. We expect to gather 
more information during data gathering to validate our understanding.

7
The complexity associated to modelling these 
network elements could not be justified due to the 
low materiality of the issue.

We agree.

8
A share of common cost should be included (in line 
with the views of implementing LRIC+/FDC)

The implementation of a Pure LRIC approach is requested by the EECC.

9
The relevance of these elements for Pure LRIC 
termination costs is very low. They are almost 
exclusively related to non-voice services.

We agree.

10
The model should involve only network elements 
exclusively related to voice termination.

We disagree. Elements that are incremental to voice termination but 
also shared with other services should be also included.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders



CONFIDENTIAL 28

Question 8 - Methodological approach: Do you agree that the voice 
core platforms will generate most of the pure LRIC network costs for 
voice termination? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

68%

23%

9%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

52%

36%

12%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
The core, access and transmission network will all 
generate the pure LRIC network costs for voice 
termination and, therefore, they should be included. 

There are no evidences provided that access elements are incremental 
to voice termination. Transmission costs are going to be included by 
the means of a mark-up

2
Voice core platforms will represent the most 
significant cost of the fixed voice termination, but 
transmission costs should not be ignored. 

EC/Axon agree on stakeholders’ statements and have opted for the 
employment of the mark-up as the most efficient solution for the 
consideration of active transmission equipment costs.

3
Wholesale commercial costs will also notably 
contribute to the cost of the voice termination. 

Yes, we agree. The question was explicitly refereed to network costs.

4
Core billing system also impacts on the voice 
termination cost.

Core billing is included in the platforms to be modelled (CDF). 
Additional billing platforms are requested as part of wholesale costs.

5
The voice license fee also impacts on the voice 
termination cost.

Voice licence fees are typically not considered incremental to voice 
termination. No evidences have been provided that show otherwise.

6
Equipment to ensure interoperability with legacy 
network is required.

Please, refer to answer 4 in question 5.

7 FDC approach should be modelled. Please refer to answer 1 in question 5.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 8 - Methodological approach: Do you agree that the voice 
core platforms will generate most of the pure LRIC network costs for 
voice termination? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

8
Agreement that the voice core platforms will 
generate most of the pure LRIC network costs.

Thank you for the comment.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1

Operators have indicated the list of core 
platforms that they are currently employing 
for the provision of voice services.

Following stakeholders’ comments EC/Axon will consider ENUM 
and MRF additionally to those initially presented. Other 
elements suggested are either not used in IMS topology 
(softswitch) or not incremental to voice termination (e.g. HLR).

2

The cost of TDM solutions should be 
considered in countries where there are 
regulatory obligations in place beyond 2020. 

Some stakeholder also indicates that TDM, 
despite being a legacy technology, should also 
be considered.

Refer to EC/Axon answer 4 of question 5. 

3

Some operators have implemented NGN 
architectures different to IMS or do not agree 
with modelling it.

The number of stakeholders opposing IMS is limited. IMS is 
considered the technology a new entrant would implement, 
aligned with the CCA perspective of the model.

4 IMS is implemented or modelled by NRA. Thanks for the comment.

30

Question 9 - Methodological approach: Could you indicate the core 
network structure you have adopted (e.g. IMS, MGW-based, etc.) and the 
main core platforms deployed for the provision of voice services? 

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

This question did not 
include a explicit position.

This question did not 
include a explicit position.
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# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1

Some stakeholders have expressed their concerns 
about the possibility of considering virtualization in 
the model, given the initial status of this 
technology, lack of information available and the 
fact that its deployment has not been started in 
most of countries. 

Based on stakeholders’ feedback, EC/Axon consider appropriate not to 
consider the virtualization in the cost model.

2
There are no plans to implement virtualization 
before 2025.

Thank you for the information. This is another argument to not 
implementing virtualization in the cost model.

3
There are plans to implement virtualization before 
2025.

Thank you for the information. However, the lack of examples and 
information as observed above make us decide to not implement 
virtualization in the current study.

4 Virtualization should be modelled.
The lack of examples and information as observed above make us 
decide to not implement virtualization in the current study.

31

Question 10 - Methodological approach: Could you describe your 
current status of core network virtualization and expected situation 
towards 2025? 

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

This question did not 
include a explicit position.

This question did not 
include a explicit position.
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T Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1 No platforms are shared with mobile services Thank you for the information.

2 Some platforms are shared with mobile services
Thank you for the information. The data request includes questions 
regarding this aspect to understand the implications.

3
This aspect is not modelled, or not able to provide 
comments.

4
Some Stakeholders have stated that although they 
can list the platforms with shared traffic they are not 
able to estimate the weight of each traffic

EC/Axon Acknowledges the difficulty in some cases to make the 
estimation of the use of the platforms by fixed and mobile traffic. 
Operators should provide their best estimates in these cases.

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

This question did not 
include a explicit position.

This question did not 
include a explicit position.
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Question 11 - Methodological approach: Could you list the platforms 
that are shared for the provision of fixed and mobile voice traffic and an 
estimated percentage of the weight of mobile traffic over the total in 
these cases? 

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 12 - Methodological approach: What approach do you 
believe could offer the best trade-off between data availability and 
accuracy in the assessment of the incrementality of the core platforms' 
costs? 

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

61%

9%

9%

22%

A. Price catalogues of mod.…

B. CVRs

C. Def. of EX/Axon's own CVRs

Other

55%

25%

18%

2%

A. Price catalogues of mod.…

B. CVRs

C. Def. of EX/Axon's own CVRs

Other

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Price catalogues are more easily available, reflect 
better the actual costs faced by the operators and 
the approach is more transparent.

EC/Axon recognise the benefits of all available options. In light of this, 
information covering all options will be requested. The final decision 
will be made based on the available information. 

It is also worth noting that the draft data request circulated was 
already covering all these options, so there is no need for introducing 
relevant adjustments.

2
CVRs are more flexible, provide more accurate 
results and reduce the fluctuations. 

3
Option C reduces the main disadvantages of 
Options A and B.

4

The data request should contemplate both options A 
and B and the final decision should be made based 
on the information received. Option C could be used 
as alternative if information from A and B is not 
reliable.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 13 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the cost 
categories to be taken into consideration in the assessment of wholesale 
commercial costs? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

46%

46%

8%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

83%

13%

4%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Operators have indicated other cost categories that, 
according to their views, should be considered in 
the assessment of wholesale commercial costs.

EC/Axon have included the category of Negotiation and contract 
management/regulation costs. Indications have been included about 
where other costs considered relevant by stakeholders should be 
included.

2
Information is not always available with such level 
of granularity and requires significant efforts.

Indications by means of comments can be given by stakeholders in 
those cases. This information is very important for the study and 
stakeholder should provide the information requested.

3
Accounting Separation already includes wholesale 
costs for termination.

It is expected that Accounting Separation is a relevant source of 
information for our study. However, it is also important that all 
information is requested, with the granularity required to be able to 
crosscheck information from all countries (including those without 
Accounting Separation obligations) and to understand the 
incrementality of these costs.

4
Wholesale costs should not be taken into account 
since they are not incremental to termination.

Wholesale costs are typically considered to be very relevant for 
termination, even in Pure LRIC standard. The information requested is 
expected to allow the assessment of the incrementality of such costs.

5 Consistency with the mobile model is preferable. We agree. We will keep consistency as much as possible.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 13 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the cost 
categories to be taken into consideration in the assessment of wholesale 
commercial costs? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

6
Clearing costs are not relevant for voice 
termination.

We have received opposing comments regarding this aspect. Clearing 
categories are included in the data request to understand better this 
issue. Reported costs for clearing may be 0 if considered accurate by 
stakeholders.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 14 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the 
suggested treatment of wholesale commercial costs in the model (i.e. 
determination of costs at country level based on a regression to be 
developed with the data reported by all stakeholders)? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

75%

21%

4%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree
Operators

51%

33%

16%

Agree

Partially Agree

Disagree

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
EC/Axon should closely involve operators during the 
definition of the treatment of wholesale costs.

Operators will have the opportunity to contribute to the treatment of 
wholesale costs during the consultation of the  model.

2
The use of regressions will depend on the 
information received and the significance of the 
outcomes.

We agree.

3
Recommendation of other alternatives, including: 
use information from Top-Down results, include as 
a mark-up and using regression used by NRA.

Given the overall preference for regression, we do not foresee to use 
the suggested approaches.

4
Using average figures would not be aligned with the 
objective of defining maximum termination rate.

The approach recommended is to use regressions which is not 
equivalent to using averages.

5 Commercial costs should not be considered.
Wholesale commercial costs represent a relevant part of voice 
termination, as per models implemented by NRAs. 

6
The rate should be defined based on existing FTRs 
and a model is not required.

See answer 6 to question 2.

7 Non-linear regressions may be more appropriate.
Different regressions will be analysed to identify the most appropriate 
one based on the information provided, including non-linear ones.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 14 - Methodological approach: Do you agree with the 
suggested treatment of wholesale commercial costs in the model (i.e. 
determination of costs at country level based on a regression to be 
developed with the data reported by all stakeholders)? (2/2)

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

9
It is unclear how the regression analysis is expected 
to be done.

The implementation will depend on the information available. 
Stakeholders will have the opportunity to review the actual 
implementation during the consultation of the model.

10
Traffic may not be the most appropriate driver for 
some categories.

We understand that this may be the case for certain categories. We 
expect stakeholders to provide their views during the data gathering 
process.

11 Information requested is not available. Refer to answer 2 in question 13.

12 Traffic could be used as allocation key. It is a valid alternative as discussed previously.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 15 - Methodological approach: In your view, what allocation 
drivers should be used to distribute wholesale commercial costs among 
network services? (1/2)

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs

75%

4%

21%

Oper. internal allocations

Wholesale payments

Others
Operators

74%

7%

20%

Oper. internal allocations

Wholesale payments

Others

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Operators' internal allocations are more accurate 
and the data should be available.

EC/Axon acknowledge stakeholders’ contributions and agree on giving 
preference to the operators’ internal allocations, when available and 
aligned with other operators’ information.

2
Given the lack of internal drivers, wholesale 
payments are preferred for the allocation by some 
stakeholders. 

In cases of lack of internal drivers, EC/Axon expect to rely on wholesale 
payments for the allocation, in line with stakeholders’ views.

3 Traffic (volumes) or CDRs could also be employed.

EC/Axon outline that volumes were not initially considered since their 
comparability among wholesale services is not always straight-forward 
(i.e. some services are measured in lines while others in minutes), 
despite making use of the same wholesale platforms. In any case, 
based on the received feedback, EC/Axon consider appropriate to leave 
open the possibility of employing volumes to split costs associated to 
voice services only. 

4 Both alternatives should be further analysed. We agree. Information provided will be thoroughly analysed.

5
Wholesale costs should be allocated based on a 
mark-up.

The high relevance of wholesale costs for termination makes us prefer 
more detailed analyses. 

6
Operators should be closely involved during the 
definition of the cost drivers.

Operators will have the opportunity to assess this aspect in detail and 
provide comments during the consultation on the model

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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Question 15 - Methodological approach: In your view, what allocation 
drivers should be used to distribute wholesale commercial costs among 
network services? (2/2)

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

7
Wholesale commercial costs should not be 
considered.

Please refer to answer 6 in question 14
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Question 16 - Methodological approach: In your view, what should 
be the scale of the reference operator?  

Stakeholders’ position

NRAs Operators

46%

17%

8%

29%

Incumbent's market share

Fixed share (25%)

Fixed share (50%)

Others

28%

20%

8%

44%

Incumbent's market share

Fixed share (25%)

Fixed share (50%)

Others

# Relevant comments Occur. EC/Axon’s view

1
Incumbent operator should be considered as a 
reference.

EC/Axon outline that while stakeholders have demonstrated a slight 
preference for the incumbent, there is no a clear position on this. 

In light of this, EC/Axon consider appropriate to leave all options open 
at this stage. 

Based on this decision, the cost model will be developed with a 
modifiable parameter for the market share of the reference operator 
(i.e. allowing the realization of sensitivity analysis that may help in the 
future regulatory decisions with regards to this topic).

2
The market share should be calculated based on the 
number of operators (or large operators).

3
Several proposals to apply specific market shares 
with more, less or non arguments behind.

4 Market share should be defined at geotype level.
The model is going to be focused on core equipment and, therefore, 
geotypes are not relevant.

5
Different market shares should be applied for 
different services.

Homogeneous market share is expected to be used unless stakeholders 
in certain countries prove that there are significant differences and 
enough information is provided to assess the issue.

Comment from <5 stakeholders

Comment from 5-15 stakeholders

Comment from >15 stakeholders
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82%

87%

88%

47%

50%

67%

67%

75%

79%

79%

64%

56%

44%

69%

67%

80%

64%

Market Players

Historic Demand of voice penetration

Historic Demand of voice traffic

Projections of voice penetration

Projections of voice traffic

Voice call statistics

Hourly traffic

Network core equipment

Nat. Interconnection points

Internat. Interconnection points

Core elements unitary costs

Wholesale costs - OPEX

Wholesale costs - CAPEX

Revenues / Payments for interconnection

Fixed asset register

Useful lives

WACC

Based on the reported levels of available information, operators 
seem better positioned to submit the majority of the required 
data, although NRAs are well positioned to report certain details

NRAs

98%

100%

87%

34%

24%

15%

8%

13%

26%

10%

8%

10%

10%

18%

17%

34%

96%

Market Players

Historic demand of voice penetration

Historic demand of voice traffic

Projections of voice penetration

Projections of voice traffic

Voice call statistics

Hourly traffic

Network core equipment

Nat. Interconnection points

Internat. Interconnection points

Core elements unitary costs

Wholesale costs - OPEX

Wholesale costs - CAPEX

Revenues / Payments for interconnection

Fixed asset register

Useful lives

WACC

Operators

Note: Levels of information requested for the modelling of the active transmission equipment (Option 3) are not presented in the above analysis.

42



CONFIDENTIAL

Agreement– +
93%

79%

45%

78%

85%

79%

85%

85%

Introduction

Process for submitting the information

Deadline to submit information to the EC

Clarifications process

Roles

Treatment of confidential information

Overview of the Form

Instructions to fill in the Form

Percentage of responses that agree or partially agree with the sections of the manual

Stakeholders broadly agree with the content of the Manual that 
will accompany the Data Requests Form
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Stakeholders have also expressed their views on the requested 
information

 Stakeholders have sent a set of questions on the content of the different worksheet of the 

data request form that will be circulated for the gathering of the relevant information in the 

model’s development. 

 Similarly, stakeholders have expressed their comments aiming at improving the descriptions 

and the clarity of the requested information.

 The received feedback has been assessed and the descriptions and manuals have been 

enhanced to provide further clarity. 

44
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Main conclusions and decisions taken

 Active switching/transmission equipment will be included based on a mark-up.

 Additional core equipment platforms and wholesale commercial costs categories will be 

considered and relevant information has been included in the requests.

 Information is requested to implement core equipment based on both price catalogues and 

CVRs, in order to define the best approach possible based on available information.

 Preference is expected to be given to operators’ allocation of wholesale commercial costs, 

payments are requested as alternative if no better information is available.

 The model will allow to assess the impact of different market share assumptions to inform the 

decision on the market share of the reference operator.

 Information is requested regarding TDM interconnection obligations to assess the issue, 

however, the EECC is clear that the modelled network should be all-IP.

 Data gathering process has been anticipated to increase as much as possible the amount of 

time available for stakeholders to provide the information.
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Next upcoming milestones

Start of the data collection process with the delivery of the final data requests

Date: 4 December 2018
1

End of the data collection process 

Date: 1 February 2019
2

Consultation on the model

Date: May – July 2019
4

Workshop 2 on the model

Date: September 2019
5

Information processing, clarifications of information provided and development of the model.

Date: February – May 2019
3
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Any questions? Please, contact:

Principal

jorge.martinez@axonpartnersgroup.com

Jorge Martínez

Axon Partners Group

Calle Sagasta 18, 3rd

28004 Madrid (Spain)

Tel: +34 91 310 28 94
Manager

carlos.gomez@axonpartnersgroup.com

Carlos Gómez


