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Ericsson’s views on the ERG Consultation on Bitstream Access the 11th July 2003

1 General

It is with great interest that Ericsson has studied the ERG consultation document on the regulatory approach to bitstream access. Ericsson regards the deployment of competing broadband access networks as a significant enabler for future telecom services, and an important factor for GNP growth worldwide. It welcomes all initiatives and regulation that support the roll out of competing high capacity, multi-service access infrastructures.

Ericsson’s view is that the existing regulatory focus on local loop unbundling has not been successful in promoting competition, and that another approach is necessary to stimulate the build out of broadband networks. An approach where the focus is set on infrastructure competition has a much higher possibility of success than if only service competition is encouraged. It is not by forcing house owners to sublet rooms that you build a city.

This being said, a broader approach to access is well motivated in situations where no infrastructure competition exists. If owners of transmission infrastructures provide high-speed access links with interfaces at “higher” OSI levels than the bare copper line – i.e. the bitstream approach – this has certain operational and technical advantages. A clear regulatory situation for both existing and emerging infrastructures in a bitstream scenario can therefore be a valuable support for competition and thus broadband penetration. But it is important to stress that the regulation must be applied so that it stimulates the emergence of real infrastructure competition.

2 Comments to the questions for consultation

1 A general comment to the four options described is that not all access networks (copper, fibre, wireless) use ATM as the backhaul technology. Newer, multi-service, access structures employ other transport mechanisms, such as switched Ethernet. Furthermore, the IP-level functionality may not necessarily be restricted to a central PoP but rather co-located/integrated with the DSLAM. 

The options should therefore preferably be organized in a more technology neutral way, e.g. (option 1) “hand over directly after the first connection interface with the customer” and (option 2 - 4) “hand over at an agreed service provider PoP”. For each of these two main topology alternatives, a choice of interfaces (information structures) is possible: ATM, Gigabit Ethernet (GbE), etc, and furthermore, the access network operator may or may not provide a managed IP service over the interface.

When competition already exists on “leased line” alternatives and competing infrastructures, the backhaul of traffic should be offered on commercial terms by the incumbent or by other carriers, i.e. not require any ex-ante legislation. Similarly, mandating bitstream access on IP VPN level or higher OSI-levels may make the overall build out of the access infrastructure more costly for the incumbent, and should be avoided. From a regulatory point of view, it seems reasonable to mandate bitstream access only when no competitive alternative exists and then at the most fundamental level available, i.e. at the first connection interface and with the most common interfaces (e.g. ATM and GbE). All other alternatives should be subject to broad agreements between the operator and the regulator. Also the situation where the infrastructure owner wants to upgrade his network and stop using interfaces such as ATM must be regulated. A buyer of bitstream access must in such cases be required to make the necessary changes in his own network.

2 The approach of using regulation to make bitstream access available as an addition to local loop unbundling, if required by new entrants, is probably necessary in an uncompetitive environment. But it is necessary that the regulation be enacted in a way that stimulates new investment in infrastructure and the long-term emergence of infrastructure competition. It is important to adhere to the principle of technology neutrality and to treat all types of access in an equitable way.

3 As is said in the consultation document no fully harmonised approach is appropriate. One area where harmonisation would be beneficial is in the pricing principles so that the incentive to invest in own infrastructure is always kept.

4 As has been said above, there is in principle no difference between a DSL-operator, a cable-TV operator or a wireless access operator, in the respect that they own a high capacity transmission link to a potential broadband service subscriber. Thus, legislation for bitstream access should treat all categories of access providers equally.

5 Such comments have been given in the general sections above.
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