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1. Executive summary

1.1 Introduction

Zain Jordan has asked us to comment on the TRC's Consultation Docu
Infrastructure Sharing and Mobile National Roaming Instructions. In Zain's v
of these Instructions, to strike the correct balance between pro-competitive
justified, and allowing commercial arrangements to prevail where there are n

There are aspects of each of these three draft Instructions which Zain hope
in the light of our feedback, presented in this document. After this Executive
feedback on each Instruction in a separate part of this document. Part | deal
Instruction, Part |l with the Infrastructure Sharing Instructions and Part ||
Roaming Instructions.

1.2 Part I: Interconnection

be removed from these draft Instructions and made subject of separate Ins
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|
ment on Interconnection,
lew it is essential, in each
ex-ante regulation, where
0 competitive concerns.

the TRC will re-consider
Summary, we present our
s with the Interconnection
with the Mobile National

uctions. IXP and Private

Local Unbundiing Access Services (LLU and VULA) and Bitstream Unbundlin% Access Services should

Peering should also be removed from the new draft Instructions. These remo

als would hardly change

the draft at all, as these services get a very brief mention. Furthermore, trHe new draft contains no

‘Instructions’ as such about these services.

It should be made clear that amendments to the list of service categories in ‘Annex C should only be

done after due consideration, for example as
consultation.

part of a market review process subject to public

The provisions of Section 2 ("General rules applicable to all Licensees”) sholild either be removed or
fransferred to Section 3 (“Rules applicable to Designated Licensees”). Furthefmore, it should be made

clear for the avoidance of doubt that the rules set forth in Section 3 apply to D
in markets in which they have been designated as dominant.

|
g@signated Licensees only

Paragraph 40 as drafted is ambiguous, and leaves open to misinterpretation|whether such “bundling”

is allowed inside any one of the 10 services Categories in Annex C. For example, it would be reasonable

for Bitstream Unbundling Access Services to be sold with obligatory bunding
solution might be to introduce “Service Category” as a defined term, as per its
to amend Paragraph 40 accordingly.

f Bitstream Handover. A
eaning in Annex C, and

Technology neutrality (Paragraph 12) is consistent with the idea of “IP-based services” introduced in

the proposed draft Instructions. Itis a generally accepted concept in telecoms
the avoidance of doubt, the draft should be amended to make it clear that th
give a Designated Licensee grounds to provide a wholesale service different t
example to fulfil VULA orders as Bitstream, or to offer fixed wireless access in

1.3 Part lI: Infrastructure sharing

The Infrastructure Sharing Instructions should be reduced in scope to apply o
has been the subject of a determination in a market review process. This woul

regulation. However, for
is doesn't (for example)
0 the one requested (for
stead of wireline).

éﬂy to infrastructure that
d apply to fixed network

infrastructure such as ducts and poles in the market for wholesale broadband dccess (WBA). However
it would not apply to any mabile infrastructure because no mobile infrastructure|jhas been the subject of

such a determinaticn and there are no Designated Licensees in any mobile
termination and SMS termination.

market, other than call
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The mobile market in Jordan continues to be highly competitive and 99.9% of{the population has mobile
coverage. Data usage in the market continues to grow rapidly and the pperators have taken on
population and area coverage targets for 5G.

Given the status of the market, mandatory mobife infrastructure sharing wliill not achieve the TRC's
stated objectives for the proposed Instructions. The mobile market alread' benefits from fair, and
intense, competition, as well as benefitting from substantial investment in neﬁvorks and infrastructure.
The market review process that the TRC conducted determined that some |nfrastructure in the WBA
market should be shared to remedy competitive concerns, but there was noiequiva!ent determination
in any of the mobile market reviews. Furthermore, there are no Designated Licensees in the mobile
market (other than in the call and SMS termination markets). There is therefgre no regulatory basis for
mandatory infrastructure sharing in mobile netwarks.

International experience shows that infrastructure sharing is effective whe%n based on commercial
agreements. The mobile operators already engage in infrastructure sharing through bilateral
commercial arrangements ~ for example Zain's towers were host to NO site 3 of other mobile network
operators (MNOs) prior to their sale to TASC Towers, Furthermore, Zain ha§ sold its towers to TASC
Towers, a tower company (partly owned by Zain Group). TASC Towers makes towers available on a
commercial basis to other Licensees. The ready availability of towers from TASC Towers ensures that
all operators can benefit from towers without having to replicate the asset| so towers will not be a
bottleneck.

There are numerous aspects of the proposed Instructions that are burdensome to the owning licensee
and there are other aspects that are potentially impractical. The prescribed [negotiation process, the
requirement to undertake feasibly studies for each sharing request, and the af:iiity of the TRC to adjust
the sharing arrangements are all unsuitable for infrastructure that has not Been determined to be a

competitive concern in a market review. |

Some of the provisions of the proposed Instructions will apply only to De signated Licensees. The
Instructions should make it clear that these provisions only apply to Desiznated Licensees in the
relevant market in which the infrastructure in question was determined to be g competitive concern.

1.4  Part lil: National roaming

The TRC has not demonstrated that the introduction of mandated national roaming in Jordan is
required. The Jordanian mobile market is mature, with three well-establisiied operators that have
achieved widespread coverage (over 99% of the population). The TRC's 202(jﬂ market review found no
significant competition issues, making regulatory intervention in national roaming unnecessary. National
roaming, if mandated, could lead to adverse consequences, such as reduced incentives for network
investment and innovation, harming both the competitive landscape and servige quality.

Mandating national roaming will reduce the likelihood of existing operators investing in network
expansion and upgrades, as they will know that others can simply access thein network without making
similar investments. At the same time, operators relying on national roaming will have little incentive to
build their own networks, leading to slower development of next-generation technologies like 5G. This
would negatively affect Jordan's technological progress and hinder the country’s potential economic
and social benefits from advanced connectivity. '

By allowing one operator to piggyback on the network investments of others without corresponding
investments, mandated national roaming risks distorting competition. Operators like Zain, who have
made significant financial commitments to achieve universal coverage, will bedr the costs, while others
may benefit without comparable investments. This could lead to a reliance on existing infrastructure
rather than promoting fair competition through innovation and network differentiation.
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Global best practice in regulating national roaming suggests that it should or
of market failure, such as when a new entrant needs temporary support to
when the spectrum licensing framework is regional. In the rare cases where 1
implemented, this has been done on a temporary basis, with clear sunset ¢
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v be considered in cases
build its own network, or
ational roaming has been

auses to ensure the long-

term sustainability of network investments. Jordan does not face the condi1ions that have prompted

other markets to introduce such regulations, and its mobile market does nof
to remain competitive.

{require national roaming

The TRC should allow commercially negotiated agreements between operators to govern national

roaming. Such agreements provide the flexibility to adapt to market dy
compensation for network usage. If mandated, it should be temporary and
demanstrate a commitment to investing in their own networks. Pricing should

|

‘namics and ensure fair
limited to operators who
also be left to commercial

negotiation rather than regulatory controls, as seen in most international exa

In conelusion, mandating national roaming in Jordan's highly competitive and
to unintended consequences, including reduced investment, lower servic
competition. A market-driven approach can support continued innovation a
while also allowing national reaming on market-driven terms.

ples.

mature market could lead
| quality, and diminished
1d network development,
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2. Part I: Interconnection instructions
2.1 Introduction: Interconnect |

The new draft proposed Interconnect Instructions document conserves Ia‘;ge parts of the existing
Instructions. For example, the texts regarding dispute resolution, arbitration, general provisions,
management of interconnection, illustrative outline of the RIO, interconnection billing process,
definitions and preamble {representing around 20 pages, around a third of the existing Instructions) are
basically identical. The parts covering technical aspects of interconnection of| public switches, existing
interconnection services, remaining interconnection processes (accounting for just under 30 pages,
almost half of the original text) contain relatively few drafting changes and rearrangements.

Therefore, remaining parts of the text containing new or significantly amended material account for a
small part of the document.

Much of this new or significantly amended material is uncontroversial. For exa*ynple, the recognition that
voice interconnection can be IP-based {Paragraphs 8 through 10). The new Instructions say that non-
discrimination should apply to all services offered by a licensee in markets where it has been designated
as dominant (Paragraphs 24 through 27). This is uncontroversial, though it :an be observed that this
text repeats concepts already set forth in market analysis decisions by the TRC, so could be omitted
from these Instructions without any impact on regulation. Paragraphs 28 to|35 contain updates and
amends regarding publication and transparency which do not raise significant igsues. The text regarding
content (existing Paragraph 25) are slightly expanded (new Paragraphs 36 to 29), but no material issues
arise out of this. A new section on Amendment is introduced (Paragraphs 41-44), which is not
problematic. Material regarding charge and cost principles (Paragraphs 45-54) has been brought up to
date, largely to reflect advances in the TRC's cost modelling activities. Paragfaphs 76-85 broaden out
the existing obligation on provision of network information. The existing requirgment requires a list POls
for voice interconnection, while the proposed draft expands this to an obligatiof on licensee designated
as dominant in certain markets to provide similar lists relevant to those markets| The new draft’s Section
6.3 (Paragraphs 86-124) is an extensive text describing technical and |operational aspects of
‘Interconnect’ as traditional/historically understood for voice calls. Some diagrams, and technical detail,
have been removed or amended, but we have not seen anything of concern. '

In the sections which now follow we highlight some other changes introduced, |which are of concern.
2.2 Key issues: Interconnect .
2.2 Reference Interconnect Offer (RIO) Services

The proposed draft introduces several new categories of interconnection services which are not present
in the existing Interconnect Instruction:

‘Local Unbundling Access Services -The provision of unbundled access services in the local loop
by one Licensee to other Licensees. This service can include Local Loo,ui Unbundling (LLU) and
Virtual Unbundled Local Access (VULA):

o VULA (Virtual Unbundled Local Access) -The service by which a licensee requesting that
service uses a virtual connection provided by another Licensee (the VLA provider) to provide
services to end-users connected to the VULA provider's access network. VULA is a form of
wholesale access service in which the interconnection occurs locally at the Optical Line
Termination (OLT). |
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¢ Local Loop Unbundling (LLU) - The LLU Service is a service wh?lere the customer's local

copper loop in the Owning Licensee's network is disconnected frori
Licensee's network and permanently connected via a co-located
Requesting Licensee's network, from which services are provided to

L]

n the rest of the Owning

| Point of Access to the

fhe end-user.

Internet Exchange Point (IXP) - a service that enables interconnection Gf multiple independent [P

based networlks

Private Peering - the service provided by a Licensee to facilitate the int
so that both networks can exchange mutually agreed balanced Internet t

IXP and Private Peering are further elaborated as follows later in Annex B:2
“B.14 - Private Peering

162. Private Peering is a service provided by a Licensee that facilita
its Network with that of another Licensee by creating a direct phy,
consisting of one or more physical ports) so that both networks can e
balanced internet traffic between them.

erconnection of networks

Ffffc between them."

les the interconnection of
sical connection (usually
xchange mutually agreed

163. Private Peering between two Licensees keeps the Internet traffic between their local

networks within Jordan. Private Peering is usually based on the prin
process meaning that neither Licensee pays the other for the exchan
operalor providing the Private Peering service may charge for any
provides ta the other Licensee's point of presence.

B.15 -Internet Exchange Point (IXP)

164. Licensees owning an IXP should provide peering at the IXP sen
Licensees.”

These above-mentioned new service categories are specified very briefly —

ciple of a settlement free
ye of traffic. However, the
| backhaul service that jt

fices to other Requesting

be only text which refers

lo them is what we have cited above. The new draft Instruction does not provide
or specification of these new service categories. Furthermore, the new dra

definition or specification for an existing service, Bitstream Unbundling Acc
receives a mention as brief as that accorded to Local Unbundling Access

Peering. This brevity is rather unusual by international standards, especially in

level of detail carried forward virtually unchanged from the existing Instruction
as it has been traditional/historically understood for voice calls.

The lack of detail on the above-mentioned new services makes it premature f

any additional definition
reduces the amount of
2ss Services, which now
ervices, IXP and Private
view of the much higher
egarding Interconnection

or them to be included in

the new draft Instructions. The scope of the new draft could perhaps be expanded to cover ather types

of reference offer which are not Reference Interconnection Offers (RIOs), 3
Access Reference Offers (RO). However, it would be belter for other types
subject of separate Instructions. In other words, Local Unbundling Access S
and Bitstream Unbundling Access Services should be removed from these dr.
the subject of separate Instructions.

' Proposed draft Interconnect Instruction, Annex B, Paragraph 127, Page 25.

2 On Page 32

uch as Wholesale FTTx
|of ROs to be made the
ervices (LLU and VULA)
ft Instructions and made
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Such separate Instructions would fit better with the TRC’s market analysis pr
imposes different remedies on Designated Licensees in specific markets. Ea
requiring the production of a Reference Offer, will be specific to the mark

distinct from the Reference Interconnect Offer required for the Wholesale Fix
market and the Wholesale Fixed Transit market.* The two types of referenc

documents, because of the fundamental technical differences between the cat
in each market.

Separate Instructions would also fit better with typical practices of electronic ¢
in other countries. In other countries it is usual for Bitstream, VULA and
reference offer (or indeed sometimes several reference offers) distinct from t

Itis not usual by international standards to require reference offers for interne
or Private Peering. Some IXPs already publish prices,® but we understand th
that is, IXPs are not required to do so to under electronic communications reg
it as necessary to require pricing transparency from IXPs or providers of priva
implemented via market analysis or via the licensing regime, not introduced v
note that the TRC has already acted separately to regulate IXPs, so pricing trz
if any, would belong in those separate regulations. Therefore, IXP and p
removed from the new draft Instructions. As noted above, such removal wou
at all. Furthermore, the new draft contains no ‘Instructions’ as such about thej
We note that the TRC is proposing itself to have total discretion to amend its

“125. [...] Further services may be introduced and defined by the TR
necessary.

126. The TRC, from time to time, may amend this Annex separately a
of the complete instructions”.”

| Roaming Instructions | Page 8

bcess. The TRC’s process
ch 'transparency’ remedy,
et in which it arises. For
example, the Reference Offer slipulated for the wholesale broadband access (WBA) markel?

is totally

ed Voice Call Termination
e offers are very different

egories of service offered

ommunications regulators
LLU fo be covered by a
he RIO.

:t exchange points (IXPs)
s publication is voluntary,
Julation. If the TRC views

e peering, that should be
ja these Instructions. We
nsparency requirements,

Tivate peering should be
Id hardly change the draft
5e services.,

st of service categories.

C at any time as deemed

nd not as part of a review

Such discretion is not in line with typical practice in other countries, nor withj the TRC's own market

analysis process. Amendments to the services should only be done after due ¢
as part of a market review process subject to public consultation.

2.2.2 Obligations on non-dominant players

pnsideration, for example

Paragraphs 12-23 appear to be a set of new and potentially intrusive/burdenspme obligations on non-

dominant players. For example, the proposed draft contains a new obligation
non-dominant licensees, not present in the existing instructions.

“14. All Licensees, upon receipt of a reasonable request from anothe

into good faith negotiations to conclude an Interconnection Agreemen

all reasonable requests for Interconnection Services and shall adhe
between Interconnect Services they provide to their own business units

they provide to other Licensees”.

* TRC, ‘Regulatory Decision on the Fixed Markets Review', 30" September 2020. Section 1.3,

4

5

TRC, 'Regulatory Decision on the Fixed Markets Review’, 30" September 2020. Sections 3.3 a

of non-discrimination for

t Licensee, should enter
Licensees should meet
re to non-discrimination
\and affiliates, and those

f

d 4.3

See, for example, htt;)s:llww.ams;_ix.netfamsfpricing and https:waw.Einx.ner/servicesfservice-iees.".

® TRC, 'IXP Instruction’, 31t January 2021.

" Proposed draft Interconnect Instruction, Annex B, Page 24.
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|
Non-dominant licensees have to demonstrate that their prices are “e?onomically reasonable”
(Paragraph 15(b)). |
|
There is a new ‘obligation to serve’ for non-dominant licensees: i
“16. Every Licensee shall offer, and has the right to receive, Interconnection Services under
fransparent, fair and non-discriminalory terms and conditions, and in +3 timely manner.”

It is worth noting that these proposed draft Instructions do not refer cinly to ‘Interconnect’ as
traditional/historically understood for voice calls. These draft Instructions are intended to apply to all the
services in Annex C, that is to say: Traffic Conveyance Services; Transport|Service; Collocation and
Infrastructure Sharing Services; Operator Services; International Gateway Acgess Services; Billing and
Collection Services; VULA (Virtual Unbundled Local Access); Local Loop Unbundling (LLU); Bitstream

Unbundling Access Services; Internet Exchange Point (IXP); Private Peering.|
|
Non-discrimination, “economic reasonability”, obligation-to-serve (etc) sholild only be imposed on
licensees found to be dominant in specific markets ie. Designated Licensges. Section 2 (“General
rules applicable to all Licensees”) as currently drafted risks kicking off a series of time-consuming
misunderstandings regarding the obligations of licensees in markets where they are not dominant and
have not been identified as such by the market review process. |

The stipulations of Section 2 might be appropriate for Traffic Conveyance [Setvices, because each
provider of voice termination is, in effect, dominant in the market for termina'tion on its lines/mobiles.
However, applied to the whole range of Annex C services, this represents excessive regulation on non-
dominant players. Furthermore, it is unnecessary even for Traffic Conveyri’ance Services, because
obligations in that market arise, in any case, out of a dominance designation. ||

The provisions of Section 2 (“General rules applicable to all Licensees”) should either be removed or
transferred to Section 3 (“Rules applicable to Designated Licensees"). Furthermore, it should be made
clear for the avoidance of doubt that the rules set forth in Section 3 apply to Designated Licensees only
in the markets in which they have been designated as dominant. i

223 Wholesale service “bundling” (tying)

The proposed new draft's Section 3.4 (Paragraph 40) potentially limits the
commercial freedom:

“40. Designated Licensees may not render the provision of individual
conditional on their bundling with separate interconnection, access o
not requested by the other Licensee”.

| Designated Licensees’

Interconnection Services
r other services that are

A hypothetical case of such unwanted bundling might be the insistence by a Designated Licensee that
a Licensee buying Local Unbundling Access Service (the final drop to the custopner) also buys Transport

Service (unnecessary backhaul to some higher network level stipulated by th

¢ Designated Licensee).

However, such a risk would typically be addressed in the corresponding Refergnce Offer. For example,
in Europe, the equivalent of a Designated Licensee in a wholesale local adcess market is typically

required to offer access and backhaul separately. However, we are not a

vare of countries which

stipulate this kind of prohibition as a general term applied to all potential combinations of wholesale

service categories.

In any case Paragraph 40 as drafted is ambiguous, and leaves open to misinterpretation whether such

“bundling” is allowed inside any one of the 10 services categories in Annex C.
reasonable for Bitstream Unbundling Access Services to be sold with obligat

For example, it would be
)ry bunding of Bitstream

Handover. A solution might be to include “service categary” in the definitions as per its meaning in

Annex C, and to amend Paragraph 40 accordingly.
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224 Technology neutrality

The proposed draft stipulates “Technology neutrality”, |

“12. All Interconnection Services shail be provided in a technology né

As far as we know, this concept was not present in the existing Instructions
generally accepted concept in telecoms regulation, is consistent with the id

Roaming Instructions

Page 10

utral manner. [...]".

Technology neutrality, a
2a of “IP-based services”

intreduced in the proposed draft Instructions. However, for the avoidance of doubt, the draft should be

amended to make it clear that “technology neutrality” does not (for example) gi

ve a Designated Licensee

grounds to provide a wholesale service different to the one specified (for example to fulfil VULA orders

as Bitstream, or to offer fixed wireless access instead of wireline).

2.3 Other comments

Paragraphs 8 through 10 introduce “IP-based services” as a new concept w
existing Instructions. From the wording (e.g. “circuit-switched”), it is app
Interconnect’ as traditional/historically understood for voice calls. This is fine,
of doubt, it would be good to amend the draft to make it clear these Paragrap

Paragraph 12 says “these Instructions apply to all relevant current and
networks". This phrase seems out of place. It refers to the “Instructions” (p

Section 1) but it is inside a paragraph about technology neutrality. It is not clea
point, so it can be deleted.

Paragraph 54 says “Designated Licensees shall publish the charges as ann
paragraph is present in the existing Instruction, at Paragraph 275. Notwi
amended, for the avoidance of doubt, to note that there is no obligation on lig

Eich is not present in the
arent that this is about
though for the avoidance

hs 8 through 10 apply only
to "Traffic Conveyance Services” in the market for fixed voice calls terminaticﬁ.

future technologies and
resumably, the whole of

f what is intended on this

exes lo their RIOs”. This
thstanding, it should be

ensees to publish prices

which are commercially negotiated or not regulated, i.e. which have not beer) specified as a required

product in a market analysis decision and costed via the corresponding TRC ¢

Paragraph 125 says: “This annex defines the categories of Interconnection
Instructions for the provision of the services” {emphasis added). However,
present. This absence of instructions serves to reinforce our point that acce
market should be removed for this draft and made subject to separate instruct;

Paragraph 206 says “The Designated Licensees shall define their bitstream
procedures in their RIOs”. However, this is in a Section C5 titled “Wholesale F

Service Processes”. It is a minor point, but for cempleteness it seems Section
for terminological consistency.

2.4 Conclusions

The new draft proposed interconnect Instructions conserves large parts of the

makes acceptable amendments to other large extensions of the text. In the

highlighted a subset of the remaining text which does raise issues, in t
Interconnect Offer (RIO) Services; obligations on nan-dominant players; whol
(tying); technology neutrality; and others.

s ——

|
rost model.

Services and provides
the “instructions” are not

*5S services in the WLA
ions.

unbundling provisioning
droadband/Local Access
C5 needs to be checked

existing Instructions and
|preceding sections we
he areas of Reference
esale service “bundling”




Interconnection, Infrastructure Sharing and Mobile National

s §]|;= aetha

’Qoaming Instructions | Page 11

3. Part II: Infrastructure sharing instructions

3.1 Introduction: Infrastructure sharing

infrastructure sharing is widely regarded as an important part  of]|

telecommunications market, and it is our understanding based on informatipn provided by Zain that

an through commercial

sharing in mobile networks is already becoming established in Jord
arrangements that are functioning well.

The TRC consulted on Instructions for Telecommunications Network Fac

sharing and National Roaming in 2019, In its 2019 response Zain highlight
drawbacks of infrastructure sharing and noted that there was already an inte
for mobile communications in Jordan. Zain also pointed to the internati
agreements to achieve infrastructure sharing.

On the question of infrastructure sharing, (we will cover national roaming
experience suggests that Infrastructure sharing in mobile networks is best achi

there is no need to mandate infrastructure sharing in mobile networks becausel|
infrastructure sharing works well, and because there are no competition conce
{other than for termination services). Mandated infrastructure sharing would 1
for infrastructure sharing that has developed and continues to develop.

Since the 2019 consultation on infrastructure sharing there have been several
market, including:

The TRC concluded its market review process in 2020, which determine
facilities in certain parts of the fixed market should be made available to o
on request, but no such determination was made for any mobile market

2023 Zain's towers were acquired by TASC Towers, a tower company
Group) which now makes them available to all Licensed Operators on a ¢

service in 2023

The market remains highly competitive, and the services have evolved
higher than ever level of usage of data services (NO GB/user/month) at hi

Given these developments, mandatory infrastructure sharing for mobile infrast

!

a strong competitive

|
i
ilities and Infrastructure
d some of the potential
sely competitive market
nal use of commercial

!in Part 1ll) international

eved through commercial

agreements. Whilst infrastructure sharing is important to reduce the costs eind investment required,

commermai[y negotiated

1rns in the mobile market

sk

; damaging the market

f;aeneficial changes in the
i
|
d that infrastructure and
ther Licensed Operators

The use of infrastructure sharing between mobile network operators (MNQs) has increased, and in

ipartially owned by Zain
ymmercial basis

5G licences have been issued, with MNOs taking on demanding coverage obligations and launching

fto 4G/5G services with
$th competitive prices.

ructure is not required —

in particular, the most commonly sought mobile infrastructure for sharing, the tgwers, are now available

commercially to all Licensed Operators.

In the remainder of this section we will discuss changes in the market, the det
market review process and other factors that suggest that the scope of mandat:

should be limited to infrastructure that has been the subject of a determination

limited to the relevant Designated Licensee.
3.2

The mobile market in Jordan is characterised by intense competition between
which has built extensive network coverage. Zain's network coverage consist

The market for infrastructure sharing in Jord:

grminations of the TRC's

iry infrastructure sharing
!ln a market review, and
|

n

|

hree operators, each of
3 of 99.9% of populated
|
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|
areas and the other two mobile operators have similar levels of coverage. Zs
indoor coverage at many malls, hospitals, universities, government institut
locations.

Each of the MNOs has built its own network, using a combination of infrastrug
and the infrastructure of other MNOs, which is made available thro
agreements,

The mobile market has been characterised by waves of investment as a s
have been introduced. The high-capacity 4G/5G data networks that each
little resemblance to the 2G networks that Zain and other MNOs originally |
the spectrum and the number and type of cell sites used for mobile have

In the early years of network construction, Zain built its own towers to provid
the other MNOs. However, as the market for mobile services has develope
infrastructure. It is no longer practical for an MNO to build entirely its own infr
use. The requirement for coverage together with increasing site density to se
requirements means that increasingly MNOs, by necessity,

Zain and the other MNOs have, for some time, been accessing each othe

basis. For example, NO sites of other MNOs were collocated on the towers g

those sites to TASC Towers in 2023,

In addition to the MNQOs using each other's tower infrastructure, there are also

providers in the market whase role it is to provide infrastructure on a comn

Operators. When TASC Towers purchased Zain's towers in 2023,
company in Jordan. lts role is to provide towers on a commergcial
that have a requirement for cell sites, ar similar radio sites.

it created

In short there is a developing market for infrastructure sharing between MNG
infrastructure provided by a company that was specifically established to fac
commercial basis.

Zain has been a prime mover in the increased use of infrastructure sharing i
and has embraced the concept of infrastructure sharing on a commercial ba
cost of expanding the network, both for covera
5G services.

3.3 The 2020 market review process

In 2020 the TRC completed a market review process of both mobile mark
mobile the TRC considerad:

A retail mobile market

A wholesale mobile voice call termination market

A wholesale mobile SMS termination market

A wholesale market for mobile access and voice call origination.

*
L]
®

L

Of those four markets, only the two termination markets (voice calls and
susceptible to ex-ante regulation, meaning that they have high and persistent

dynamic trends to competition and that ex-post intervention alone would be

were each desighated as dominant only in the markets for mobile voice term
termination on their own networks, but not in any of the other markets analyse

must share infras

basis to a

ge and for increased cell density

I Roaming Instructions | Page 12

jin also provides dedicated

lons and other high traffic

ture that it has constructed

ugh bi-lateral commercial

liccession of technologies

MNO operates today bear

unched — the technology,

.j:r changed dramatically to
support the shift from voice to data, together with the continuing growth in da

fta.

F mobile coverage, as did
d so has the approach to
astructure for its exclusive
Ve ever-growing capacity
tructure.

s sites on a commercial
f Zain, prior to the sale of

commercial infrastructure
nercial basis to Licensed
the first commercial tower
| operators in the market

s directly and for shared
ilitate such sharing on a

:1 Jordan in recent years
sis to greatly reduce the
/ to provide high capacity

els and fixed markets. In

IMS) were found to be
barriers to entry, lack of
insufficient. The MNOs
nation and mobile SMS
| by the TRC.
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In the fixed market, the TRC undertook market reviews on the following predu

L

A retail fixed access and call origination (FACO) market
A retail broadband market

A wholesale local access market

A wholesale broadband market

A wholesale fixed veice call termination market

A single wholesale fixed voice call origination market, and
A single wholesale fixed transit market.

Of these, the following markets were found to be susceptible to ex-ante regu
(that is to say, dominant) Licensee in each market (more than one in call term

»  Wholesale local access

Whalesale broadband access

Wholesale fixed vaice call termination
Wholesale fixed voice call origination
Wholesale fixed transit, and,

Retail fixed access and call origination (FACO).

@
2
L
°

L

In order to remedy the identified competition problems, the TRC determined
obligations would be required. These included, for the Designated Licensee in
{(WLA):

L

fall within the market for wholesale broadband access (WBA), including
Engineering Infrastructure (GEl), such as poles and ducts, as well as
unavailable for economic, technical or capacity reasons) dark fibre, if it is

The above determination was accompanied by a wide range of further ex-
required of the Dominant Licensee in various fixed markets.

It has therefore been determined by the TRC, following a review of relevant
there is a requirement for Designated Licensees to make infrastructure avai

another Licensee. No similar determination was reached in the review of the m

similar market review process having been undertaken.

3.4  The ability of mandatory infrastructure sharin

TRC’s stated objectives

In its consultation on the Infrastructure Sharing Instructions, the TRC sets out

that it seeks to achieve with the Instructions. These are:

a. Achieve an enabling policy and regulatory framework conducive to infrastri

b. Enhance consumer choice in terms of price, quality and availability of serv
Promote fair competition through the sharing of Telecommunications Netw
not easily replicable

d. Encourage efficient investment in infrastructure and avoid wasteful rep

"Access upon reasonable request by another Licensee fo all products and|

Roaming Instructions | Page 13

ct markets:

lation, with a Designated
ination):

that a series of ex-ante
Who!esale Local Access
|associated facilities that
:(but not limited to) Civil

(when access to CEl is

asonably available”,

!nte remedies that were

1arkets for fixed services

lable upon request from
obile markets, despite a

g to meet the

a number of objectives

ucture sharing

ces

York Facilities which are

cation of infrastructure

through reducing the inefficient and unnecessary duplication of emstlmg Telecommunications

Network Facilities
Improve resilience, quality of service, and accelerating coverage for areas w
for a single Licensee deployment is high (often rural areas).

e.

here the coverage costs
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Although the TRC's document sets out the above objectives, it does not expla
facilitated by the proposed Instructions. In Aetha's analysis, the Instructions w
above objectives, given the prior availability of commercial infrastructure sh
counter-productive to some of the objectives. We discuss four of these objecti

n how the objectives are
ill not advance any of the
Iring, and they could be
fes in the sections below.

T

3.4.1 Promote fair competition through the sharing of
Telecommunications Network Facilities which are

replicable

|
not easily

Competition in telecommunications may be facilitated by providing access to facilities that are not easily
replicable. However, in the case of the mobile networks in Jordan, it does not @ppear that the TRC has
established that there are any 'bottleneck’ facilities that are not easily replicable. The market review of
2020 did not find any such ‘bottleneck’ facilities in the mobile networks, despiFe identifying them in the
fixed network Wholesale Broadband Access (WBA) market, where it recommended ducts and poles, or

alternatively, dark fibre, be made available by the Designated Licensee to other requesting Licensees.

As we have discussed above, the mobile operators already make infrastructure available to each other
on a commercial basis. Furthermore, there are commercial entities that have b Ifen set up solely to make
infrastructure such as mobile towers available to third parties. Tower companies, such as TASC Towers,
have a commercial incentive to make the infrastructure they own and control ayailable to as many such
third parties as possible. It is guite common for tower companies to host three or more MNOs on a
mobile tower in popular locations. Because TASC Towers owns the former %a%n towers, it can make
towers available to other Licensed Operators in most locations where they might be required. For this
reason, it seems unlikely that towers, or mobile sites in general, are difficult to replicate or in any sense
an economic bottleneck in Jordan — they are readily available. |

Because infrastructure, such as towers to support mobile network deployment, is readily available on
commercial arrangements throughout Jordan, no improvement in mobile competition would result from
implementing the proposed Instructions. On the contrary, the chilling effect of I]ﬁandatory tower sharing
can be expected to slow down investment with a consequent negative knock-on impact on competition.

3.4.2 Encourage efficient investment in infrastructure ar

replication

1d avoid wasteful
|
The TRC's concern that infrastructure should not be duplicated in a wasteful manner, and that efficient
infrastructure investment should be encouraged, is legitimate. Zain's actions in selling its towers o a
lower company is to facilitate maximum re-use of the tower infrastructure is precisely the type of action
that helps minimise such wasteful duplication.

[Sugh a tower company,
' ing those who deploy

We understand that, by making towers available commercially, in Zain's case th
Zain intends to prevent inefficient duplication of infrastructure whilst also alld
infrastructure to get a return on that infrastructure.

Because the current tower sharing arrangements are commercial, rather tha
disincentive to develop new infrastructure. An operator, or tower company, tha

mandated, there is no
| develops infrastructure

can make that infrastructure available on terms that provide a return on the inv
allractive to the Licensee seeking to use the infrastructure. Commercial arran
the rule, not the exception, in mature markets for mobile communications.

Based on our understanding, the current industry arrangements, and in particy
a commercial Tower Company, effectively prevent the wasteful duplication
disincentivising expenditure on new infrastructure. A mandatory sharing arrange

stment while also being

lements of this type are
|

lar the establishment of
f infrastructure without
ment, even if it reduced
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wasteful duplication, can be expected to have the unintended
investment.

effect of di

343

areas where the coverage costs for a single Lic
high (often rural areas)

Increasing the degree of sharing of infrastructure can either increase the n
faults or decrease it, depending on type of fault. For example, at a shar
equipment of one MNO fails, the base station of other operators may contin
resilience has been improved compared to a case where only one MNO wa

However, if the shared facility itself is lost, then all operators’ sites in a loca
time — which would not occur if they used their own, non-shared, facilities
case, the resilience to faults of the combined networks has been reduced
failure in the grid power supply to a tower. All sharers on the tower would
backup batteries were drained, all of the MNO base stations on that tow
approximately the same time. Similarly,

would all fail at the same time if the cable was cut.

The sharing of facilities is therefore neutral at best in promoting increased r
network resilience would be better addressed head-on by each operator th
providing diverse transmission routes, high-capacity battery back
and by having a sufficient network density that the loss of a single site is limi

344 Enhance consumer choice in terms of price, qual

of services

As noted above, Jordan already en
99% of the population. The market i
the quality of the services is high.

joys a very high availability of services,
s competitive and as a result the prices a

Where operators need to share infrastructure to maximis
either through direct operator-to-
to share outdoor and indoor infrastructure.

Although elimination of duplication might allow for lower costs, allowing in tu

prices, the industry appears to be achieving this through the current commer

In conclusion, the objectives of the TRC, in terms of the outcomes for the m
subscribers, are already being achieved and will continue to be improved fur

Zain towers are being commercialised by a tower company.

3.5 Scope of infrastructure sharing

The draft Instructions contain a very wide sco
networks:

space, buildings, shelters and rooms on a Site, including access to such
utilities required for the operation of the
protection and earthing;

8050

-up, redunda

e service availability
operator arrangements or via one of the com

pe of infrastructure, Spanning

telecommunications Sites, including but not limited to land, space and acce
masts, towers, poles, antenna structure and other similar structures used &

Site, including but not limited

al Roaming Instructions | Page 15
sincentivising infrastructure

Improve resilience, quality of service, and azzceijiaiing coverage for

nsee deployment is

esilience of the network to
d site, if the base station
ue to operate normally, so
? present in the location.

tion might fail at the same

in that location. In such a
| Consider, for example, a
lose power and, once the
er would stop working at

if all operators were sharing dark fibre on the same cable, they

esilience. The increase of
rough network design, by
nt equipment with failover
ed in its effect.

{ty and availability

vith coverage well above
ir'p highly competitive, and
|

4' this is already achieved
mercial entities that exist
i

fn the potential for lower
ial initiatives.

obile market and mobile
her now that the former

(o

both fixed and mobile

$s to such Sites;

n a Site;

te;

to power, cooling, fire

]
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i

rights of way, trenches, and
dark fiber, cable access, including but not limited to ducts, routes and ir

ays
An intervention of this type should be based on the findings of a2 market revieI? and should be focussed
on solving specific competitive issues that have been identified in the mark t review. As we noted in
Section 3.3, the 2020 fixed market review did result in a determination that products and facilities that
fall within the market for wholesale broadband access (WBA) should be made available upon the
reasonable request of another Licensee, which includes ducts, poles and dark fibre. Based on that
review and determination, it is appropriate for the TRC to issue sharing ingtructions for those fixed
network facilities that are required for WBA. |

However, the 2020 mobile market review did not reach any equivalent determi . ation relating to facilities
in the mobile market. It therefore appears to be unnecessary to introduge infrastructure sharing
instructions for mobile, particularly as the industry is already sharing infrastfucture on a commercial
basis. Given that the market reviews for mobile markets did not highlight any competitive concerns
(other than for call and SMS termination) there is no logical reason, and no basis in the regulatory

process, for mandating sharing of mobile infrastructure.

Given the regulatory approach in Jordan and the market review process that
would expect any Instructions on infrastructure sharing to be restricted to inf
determined fo be required for sharing to resolve competitive concerns in a mar
would be limited to facilities that fall within the market for WBA, which would
dark fibre in geographic areas where there is insufficient competition to suppl
not include masts, towers or mobile telecommunications sites in general.

rEas been undertaken we
astructure that has been
et review. Presently that
include ducts, poles and
Yy such facilities. It would
The scope of any infrastructure sharing Instructions should be limited to tangiiﬂlle infrastructure that the
Owning Licensee can share (subject to a market review and the licensee being a Designated Licensee,
as noted above). Article 13e inciudes rights of way, which are not tangible items of infrastructure. The
rights of way are granted to licensees by the TRA as described in the Instruct ns for the use of scarce
resources, issued in 2008. The TRA can directly grant equivalent rights of Wﬁy to other licensees and

so there is no need for the concept of sharing a right of way. Rights of way should therefore be removed
from Article 13e.

3.6 | operators

The roll out obligations of the mobile network
|
Each of the mobile operators in Jordan has taken on roliout commitmedl!ts. There were rollout
commitments in Zain's 3G licence, and there are commitments in Zain's 5 licence to cover both
population and area types over the first 3, 4 and 9 years. |
Zain's licence commits it to 50% coverage within 4 years and to continue ingreasing coverage to hit
75% population coverage by 9 years from the spectrum licence being issued.
commitment to cover dense city centres, industrial and commercial zones with

;Furthermore, there is a

in the first three years.

Zain will achieve the 5G coverage objectives using its own network, and significantly using infrastructure
that it originally built, but has now commercialised through sale to TASC Towers, as well as towers that
it has had purpose-built by TASC for its own requirements (‘Build to Suit’ ’[OWQITF).

In Zain's case, the towers that Zain has built and will have built on its behalf to hit the coverage

obligations will be commercially available to other Licensed Operators through
Licensed Operator wishes to make the same investment as Zain in provid
infrastructure it requires will be available on a commercial basis via TASC tow

SR

TASC towers. If another
i%ag coverage, the tower
irs.
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|
3.7  Zain’s investment in digital infrastructure a

digital economy |

The Government of Jordan has an ambitious policy for the development of :
set outin the General Policy for Telecommunications, Information Technolo
(the Palicy). The primary goal of the Policy is to use the development of a dig
renewed economic development and wealth generation. |
The Policy (paragraph 25) aims to encourage licensed telecommunica
infrastructure and develop the services needed to support the vision for deli

In Paragraph 27 the Palicy highlights the importance of telecommunicati

providers generating a rate of return on investment that will encourage netwg

therefore both acknowledges the importance of investment in telecomm
delivering the digital economy and the importance of operators generating a
that investment.

The mabile operators are at the forefront of investment in telecoms infrastr
mobile operators have taken on substantial obligations to roli-out 5G netwo
to investing the necessary capital expenditure to do so. Thi
objectives of the Policy and will be a key component in delivering the servia
digital economy. Furthermore, because of the high coverage levels of mobile
also supports the Policy objective of serving the underserved.

Zain invests a substantial amount in its network (between JODNOm and JOD
to 2023) to achieve the roll-out of 5G and the delivery of 5G and othe
commercial operator, Zain has to be able to earn a reasonable return on that i
in the Policy.

Any regulatory developments that threaten to reduce Zain’s return on invest

share its infrastructure, or its network, on any basis other than fully comme
continued investment at risk. In particular, if a regulated price for infrastruc

allowed for further market entry by players that could offer equivalent serv

making similar investments to Zain, then Zain’s ability to earn a fair return
fundamentally compromised. In such circumstances there would be a chilling

mobile telecommunications sector, reducing its ability to contribute to the d

economy.

By allowing infrastructure sharing to continue on fully commercial terms
operators have the ability

investment and su pporting the Policy.

3.8

Several aspects of the proposed Instructions a
problems —

ppear likely to give rise to
3.8.1 The use of a RIO for mandated facilities sharing

The production of Reference Offers (
related services that are regulated

s investment in|

to gain the cost advantages of sharing infrastructure
do not strike deals that undermine their ability to earn a return on investmen

Practical aspects of mandatory infrastructure

either imposing too high a burden on the owning Licensed Operat
of infrastructure, or being unworkable, or both. We comment on each of these
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nd support of the

digital economy, which is

y and Postal Sectors 2018

ital economy as a route to

jons operators to deploy

ering the digital economy.
nNs operators and service
rk investment. The Policy

nications infrastructure in

te of return to encourage

i
fcture. Zain and the other
ks and Zain is committed
&

.

|networks, the investment

G directly supports the
s required to enable the

I Om each year from 2012

| network services. As a
nvestment, as recognised

[inent by requiring Zain to
fcial terms is likely to put
ure sharing was set that
ces to Zain, but without
on investment would be
ffect in investment in the
»velopment of the digital

Zain and other mabile
\while ensuring that they
, thereby protecting that

1

| . o .
pl);ractrcal implementation

r for such a wide scope
elow.

sharing

ROs) has usually been associated with inferconnect services and
based on a market review. As noted abd
market review that determined that mobile infrastructure should be mandated fo

|

ve, there has been no
be made available.
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Requiring a RO for infrastructure, without a market review determining that the infrastructure should be
made available, imposes an unreasonable burden on the owning Licensed Operator. The use of a RO
is also counter to our view, and international experience, that sharing of mjabile infrastructure is best
done through commercial agreements.

S

3.8.2 Sharing agreement negotiating procedures

The negotiating procedure put forward is too prescriptive and is likely to be burdensome to the owning
Licensee and in some respects impractical. As with the requirement to publish in a RIO, this type of
reguirement should be limited to infrastructure and facilities that have been tTje subject of determination
in a market review process.

Mandating this negotiating procedure and associated timelines for the bm@d scope of Infrastructure
included in the draft Instruction can be expected to lead to considerable costs for the owning licensee.
In particular: |

» the production of a feasibility report each time a request form is submitted will lead to substantial
extra costs
» the completion of a Sharing Agreement within 60 days does not corresp ?nd to the timescales of a
commercial negotiation in the real world.

3.83 Redevelopment and alteration of telecommunicatjons network
facilities ;

The requirement to make adequate capacity and space available to other licgnsees for the purpose of

sharing when upgrading facilities is impractical because the owning operator does not know the plans

of the other licensed operators. There is a risk that owning operators can only|meet this requirement by

over-dimensioning facilities in the hope that there might be sharers. '

The choice of the capacity of the infrastructure should be left to the commerc
investing in the infrastructure. That party (be it a Licenced Operator, or a prov
as a tower company) may well decide to incorporate additional capacity fora s

al judgement of the party
der of infrastructure such
harer, if that infrastructure

sharing is commercial. However, it would be wasteful for the owning licenseg to be mandated to build
capacity for sharers that ultimately may not require that capacity, going coniraty to the TRC's objective

of efficient investment,

3.84 Capacity issues

Although the TRC's draft Instructions allow for capacity to be reserved for the f Jture plans of the owning
Licensee, it is burdensome to expect the owning Licensee always to have a plan for the capacity. This
places an extra requirement on an operator’'s budgeting and planning process), that is not necessary if

the sharing is left to commercial agreements.

As with other provisions that we have mentioned above, we believe that this should only apply when

the sharing is required based on a determination in a market review process.
3.8.5 Site access procedures

Site access procedures for shared infrastructure should be agreed between
the sharing Licensee, as suggested by the TRC. Although it may be desirable

the owning Licensee and
tg have 24/7 access, and

access with no prior notice for unplanned maintenance, we note that in the caiﬁe of mobile sites there

needs to be a higher degree of co-ordination between sharers, particularly fo
proximity to the antennas of another Licensee due to safety requirements.

g afny equipment that is in




” |
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|
The mobile cperators already have procedures for access to shared sites w|
a bilateral basis.

3.8.6 Charges of sharing facilities ‘
The concept of fair and reascnable charges, as envisaged in the draft Instru
practise in several international regulatory regimes. Where infrastructura ha
potential competition concern in a market review, we expect that the ol
negotiation meets the requirements of ‘fair and reasonable’. ‘

Only where an infrastructure has been determined as being required to be s
concerns in a market review, would we anticipale that a commercial nego

F

.

|
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ch have been agreed on

|
ctions, is aligned with the

not been identified as a
tcome of a commercial

hared due to competition

iation may be unable to

achieve a fair and reasonable outcome. or perhaps not achieve an outcome at all. For this reason, the

TRC should only have the right to require adjustment to the charges for Infras
the result of a determination in a market review.

3.9 Response to other specific points of the Inst
Article 18, 19, 25 and 26: The requirements on Designated Licensee’s in the
modified to make it clear that the requirements apply only to Network Faciliti
the are Designated Licensees.

Article 20: It is unreasonable to expect Owning Licensees to share confident
licensee, particularly with a competiter. The cost base of an MNQO is part of it
and its competitive position could be undermined by sharing such data with a
b of Article 20 should therefore be removed.

Article 24: In addition to the reasons elaborated in points a, b, and ¢, the Own
have the right to refuse sharing when the Owning Licensee does not have the |
third party to use the facility in question. This should be added as a further po

Article 27: The requirement to include a written declaration is unnecessary b
has the power to and authority to audit and check the conformity to law and ins
of any and all telecommunications services, and the Licensed operators alwa
comply with Instructions and the law at al| times.

Article 33: The requirement to prepare a feasibility study within one month is in
on the 2019 consultation that the proposed 21 days be increased. However,
improved if there was the possibility of an extension of another month availabl

for example, due to a requirement to carry out a structural survey.

.Qe

tructure that is shared as

uction

>e two clauses should be

s in the market in which
|

al cost data with another

5 competitive advantage
competing licensee. Part

|
ng Licensee should also

gal right to allow another
nt, d, in Article 24,
|

ecause the TRC always
tructions of the provision

»,!/s have the obligation to

iine with Zain's feedback
the procedure would be

(ﬁ with written justification
of the owning Licensee for circumstances where the feasibility study cannot be

|produced in one month,
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4. Part lll: Mobile national roaming |
instructions |

4.1 Introduction

The adoption of mandated naticnal roaming in Jordan, which has a matur
market, carries significant risks, particularly regarding the disincentives
investment. Therefore, our response to this consultation, building on Zain's p
to the 2019 consultation on the same topic, will assess whether such obli

o

;
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> and competitive mobile

it creates for network
vious efforts responding
ations are necessary or

beneficial to mobile consumers.

|
n investment and market
| obligations. We will also
| not mandated in most
n"pporary basis to address

We focus on the key issues surrounding national roaming, such as its impact
competition, pricing approach, and the appropriate scope and duration of any
draw on international examples to demonstrate that national roaming is
benchmark countries, and where it is regulated, this is typically done on a te
specific market failures. |

;ﬁEQ‘f the TRC’s

4.2  The ability of mandated national roaming to 1

objectives

$ns set out a number of
9. These are defined under Article 5 of the

As with its Infrastructure Sharing Instructions, the TRC's proposed Instructi
objectives that should be achieved through national roamin
National Roaming Instructions:

a)

achieve an enabling policy and regulatory framework conducive to Mabile National Roaming
|

b) enhance consumer choice in terms of price, quality, and availability of|service

c) promote fair competition through the sharing of Telecemmunications

are not replicable

Network Facilities which

d) encourage efficient investment in infrastructure and avoid wasteful replication of infrastructure
through reducing the inefficient and unnecessary duplication of existing Telecommunications

Network Facilities

|
e) improve resilience, quality of service, and accelerating coverage for areas where the coverage

costs for a single Licensee deployment is high {often rural areas)

f) address the concerns of the public and environmental and planni

environmental impact of multiplication of masts and towers, and

ng authorities over the

g) ensure that Mobile National Roaming between the Licensees in Jord
transparent, and economically efficient basis, for the benefits of consu

overall economy.

ln takes place on a fair,
ers, Licensees and the

Although the TRC's document sets out the above objectives, it does not expl
are facilitated by the proposed instruction. In the next subsections, we briefly d
of the proposed objectives.

n how these abjectives
SCUSS our view on each
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4.2.1 Achieve an enabling policy and regulatory frame
Mobile National Roaming; Ensure that Mebile Na E
between the Licensees in Jordan takes place on
and economically efficient basis, for the benefits

Licensees and the overall economy. |

Itis not clear why there is a need to implement a regulatory framework that m
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Iusﬁ{ congucive fo

onal Roaming

 fair, transparent,
of consumers,

ndates national roaming.

The Jordanian mobile market is a highly competitive three-player marke | and each operator has
achieved over 99% population coverage. Moreover, the TRC’s review of th |Jordanlan mobile market

in 2020 found no competition issues in the retail mobile market and conclud

d that there is no need for

any ex-ante regulation. Therefore, it is not clear that national roaming |'10uld not be mandated.

Mandating it would not be in line with international best practice — most

untries do not mandate

national roaming, and in countries where national roaming is mandated, this is done temporarily to

address specific market failures such as:

= Provide new entrants with a level playing field if they have shown &
developing their network by acquiring spectrum and/or covering a sigr
population — this is done on a temporary basis until the new entrants are
with the existing players :
¢ Address concerns regarding the reduction of competition following, for ex
mabile operators — again, this is done on a temporary basis
|

willingness to invest in
ificant proportion of the
le to compete effectively

ample, the merger of two

e Allow regional operators to compete effectively with national operators in large countries where IMT

spectrum is assigned regionally rather than over the whole country.

These factors are not present in Jordan — there is no potential entrant that ha
is planning to deploy its own network, and spectrum is assigned nationa
introduce new Instructions if they do not solve a clear market failure, partic
Instructions do not fallow international best practice. We explore how na
regulated in other countries in more detail in Section 4.4,

4.2.2
of service

s acquired spectrum and
y. The TRC should not
larly when the proposed
onal roaming has been

Enhance consumer choice in terms of price, Qwaﬂtyz and availability
|

As we discuss in more detail in Section 4.3, mandated national roaming can”have significant adverse

effects on the quality and availability of mobile service by significantly
incentives for the national roaming providers, which will likely lead to a red
availability of service.

Moreover, operators that focus primarily on national roaming instead of inv
networks will be heavily reliant on the roaming providers and may eventuall
themselves, limiting the potential for innovation and price competition.

423 Promote fair competition through the sharing of

Telecommunications Network Facilities which are

educing the investment
uction in the quality and

ting in their own mobile
struggle to differentiate

not replicable

The TRC has not established that there is a compelition issue in the Jordaniah mobile market and that
the competition is not fair in the absence of mandated national roaming. Morgover, in its 2020 review

of the mobile market, the TRC found no evidence of a dominant player in the
concluded that no ex-ante regulation was required. The Jordanian mobile ma
with three operators who have achieved over 99% coverage.

|mobile retail market and
ket is highly competitive
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424 Encourage efficient investment and avoid waste
infrastructure; Reduce the environmental impac
of masts

As discussed in Section 3, the TRC's concern that infrastructure should not
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uf replication of
| of the duplication
|

be duplicated in a wasteful

manner both when it comes to investment and environmental impact ig| legitimate. However, the

establishment of an existing commercial tower company (through Zain's

ﬁ;ction of selling its mobile

towers) already prevents wasteful duplication of infrastructure without disincentivising expenditure on
new infrastructure. Mandating national roaming would only reduce the incgntives fo invest in mobile

networks in places where this is required, as we explore in detail in Section

4.3.

4.2.5 Improve resilience, quality of service, and accelgrating coverage for
areas where the coverage costs for a single Licepsee deployment is

high {(often rural areas}) |

It is unclear to us how mandated national roaming will improve the resili

services of multiple providers. Additionally, mandated national roamin

ce of mobile networks —

could hurt the network

having multiple operators use the same mobile network means that any n%@work failure will affect the

investment incentives, negatively affecting the quality of service and mobil
explore this issue in detail in Section 4.3,

4.3  Impact of mandated national roaming on iny
incentives

capital to fulfil their 5G coverage obligations. These investments directly su

|
|
|
|
it

coverage in Jordan. We

estment

yport the objectives of The

As previously discussed in section 3.7, the Jordanian MNOs are committedfc investing the necessary

Government of Jordan's Policy, and the Policy acknowledges the importanc :of operators generating a

rate of return that encourages that investment. !
|

One of the most significant concerns with mandatory national roaming is its!potential to disincentivise

network investment. The imposition of national roaming could undermine the incentive for operators to
build and upgrade their own networks. This issue is particularly relevant in the context of Jordan, where

the mobile market is highly competitive, and operators have made substant
almost universal coverage (as discussed in the previous section).

The availability of national roaming would create an environment where
acquired sufficient spectrum or invested sufficiently in their network can rely
operators without making similar investments. This problem could distort con
who have made significant financial commitments to deploy a network acro
the costs while roaming operators benefit without the same level of investme

Zain has invested extensively in expanding its network to achieve over 99%
has been done in good faith and with the expectation of a competitive retur

al investments to achieve

|operators who have not
on the network of existing
npetition, as the operators
s the country would bear
nt.

population coverage, This
1 on investment driven by

coverage and netwark quality. However, if other operators are permitted to ux%;e Zain’s network through

mandatory national roaming, the value of these investments may be diminis
may slow down.

This concern is especially critical for the deployment of 5G technology, which
across Jordan. The success of 5G relies heavily on significant network
become overly reliant on national roaming, the incentive to invest in the ne

hed, and future upgrades

Zain is actively rolling out
nvestments. If operators
cessary 5G infrastructure

could be severely diminished, slowing the deployment of next-generation seryices. This would not only

impact the quality of 5G services but also delay the economic and social bene

fits associated with faster,
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mere reliable connectivity, such as smart cities, enhanced loT capabilit
services. Ensuring that each operator is motivated to build out its own 5G in
fostering innovation and maintaining Jordan's leadership in telecoms techno

Furthermore, mobile operatars will have reduced incentives to differentiate th
operators could simply use national roaming to get access to the same n
operators are likely to invest less in improving network performance,
inefficiencies, slower maintenance responses, and delayed upgrades. Ove
reduction in the quality of mobile service.

In addition, operators that focus primarily on national roaming instead of inv
networks will become heavily reliant on their roaming providers. Wit

infrastructure, such operators may struggle to differentiate themselves in ten

they would be delivering essentially the same network experience as their
infrastructure. This lack of differentiation can stifle innovation, as operators
new technologies or improve network performance independently.

Ultimately, by focusing on national reaming rather than investing in their ow
only risk losing their competitive edge but may also contribute to market sts

independent network investment could slow the overall pace of technological

the development of innovative new services, to the detriment of both con

telecommunications industry.

Other regulators have recognised the potential risks of mandated national rg

and France, as we explain below,
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es, and improved public
rastructure is essential to
0gy.

|

:eir networks, as the other
etwork quality. Therefore,
:resuiting in operational
I time, this can lead to a

isting in their own mobile
pout their own network
?s of service offerings, as
competitors who own the
a%re less able to introduce
|
n network, operators not
gnation. The absence of
dvancements and hinder

xfumers and the broader

|
|
faming, including the UK

Ofcom, the UK telecommunications regulator, investigated options for impri
One of these options was rural national roaming ~ however, Ofcom notedl

roaming comes with a risk of undermining investment incentives. Quoting O

ving mobile coverage8.
that mandated national

chjm‘s analysis:

i

‘Rural wholesale access would reduce the extent to which operators could differentiate themselves on
the basis of coverage or network quality. There is therefore a potential risk fhlat it could have a chilling

effect on investment in networks. This could manifest itself in three ways;

a) Operators might decommission existing masts in some rural areas if offering

ceased to be a source of competitive differentiation. If loft unmitigated this co
coverage in some areas;

b) Operators might stop building new masts to expand coverage in rural are

gave them a competitive advantage; and

¢) Operators might be deterred from upgrading masts to new technologies in

in rural areas if other operators could piggy-back off their networks. For exa
wholesale access could have an adverse effect on incentives to invest in 5G.

As a result of this issue, as well as the high estimated costs of implementa
government decided not to pursue regulated roaming but rather to implement
Network), a deal with the mobile operators which includes over GBP500m of P

% Ofcom, ‘Further options for improving mobile coverage’, 2018

\coverage in these areas

uld result in a reduction in

|
fas if doing so no longer

oxisting partial riot spots
mple, there is a risk rural
|
jon, Ofcom and the UK
the SRN (Shared Rural
ublic funding to increase
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coverage in rural areas®. When asked about national roaming in 2023, the

decision on rural roaming are commercial decisions for mobile operators. "y

3G only) between Free and Orange' The regulator was

might discourage Free Mobile from investing in its infrastructure, thus harn
and innovation in the market.

As a result, ARCEP imposed a schedule on Free and Orange, mandating
agreement be gradually reduced starting in 2018, with complete terminatio
end of 2020. While the agreement was later extended until Orange's legacy n
ARCEP has mandated clear
(384Kbps) or new financial terms 2. This ensured that Free Mobile would be

infrastructure, particularly in rural and less densely populated areas, to pro
its own network.

These examples clearly illustrate that mandated national roaming cari
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mmercial national r 'aming agreement (2G and
concerned that such agreements, if prolonged,

ning leng-term competition

that the national roaming
Q of the agreement by the
2twork switch-off (in 2025),

terms such as maintaining reduced data speeds for roaming users

ncentivised to invest in its
vide full coverage through

fies a significant risk of

disincentivising investment in mobile networks. This is reflected in the fa?:t that only 25 of the 36

benchmarked countries mandate national roaming.

44  National roaming best practice

As discussed in the previous sections, we do not see a nead for introducing m

and doing so could risk unintended consequences such as disincentivising
reducing competition. However, if the TRC decides to introduce national

international best practice be followed. In particular, we suggest the following

andated national roaming
network investments and
oaming, we suggest that

1

* Mandated national roaming is only offered to operators who have already proved their willingness

to invest in spectrum and a mobile network

¢ Mandated national roaming is time-limited to incentivise investments in mobile networks

> Pricing for national reaming is negotiated commercially, ensuring that ma ket forces determine fair

and sustainable prices.

To explore the conditions that have led other regulators to mandate national

roaming, as well as how

national roaming has been implemented by these regulators, we have analysed 36 countries, with the

results detailed in Figure 1 below. Of these, 25 do not mandate national ro

subsections, we explore each of the items mentioned above in more detail.

aming. In the next three
ftlrf'ticaﬂy, where national

roaming is mandated, it is due to a market event (such as a spectrum auction or a merger) rather than

included in the general telecommunications regulation.

® Depariment for Digital, Culture, Media, and Sport, “Press release: Shared Rural Network', Mar

** Questions for Department of Science, Innovalion, and Technology, 16 November 2023

' ARCEP press release; The Conseil d'Etat validates Arcep's action on network sharing betwe

roaming agreement between Free Mobile and Orange’, 21 December 2017

2 ARCEP press release: ‘Mobile Network Sharing’, 7 Septebmer 2022

ch 2020

en mobile operators, and the
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Figure 1; National roaming regulation benchmark

Countries wh
national roaming
not manda
(2024)13

Belgium - 202214

UK — 199915

erie Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland,
e Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, P}a!and. Romania, Slovakia,

Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, UK, Bahrain, Qatar, UAE, Kuwait

Reason for introduction: National roaming was introduced as part of the
700MHz spectrum licences which were auctioned in 2022. Operators who do not
yet have a complete network but have acquired a 700MHz spectrum licence, are
entitled to national roaming from established operatofs like Proximus, Crange,

and Telenet, This was aimed at giving new entrants who are deploying their own
networks a level playing field. |

Pricing: The pricing of national roaming is negotiateq commercially in the first
instance —if required, the regulator uses a ‘retail-minus]formula to settle disputes
- subtracting costs that are not incurred when offering|[roaming to new entrants
from the retail price the established operators charge t ieir customers

Sunset clause: Mandated national roaming expires 8 years after the 53

spectrum auction, point at which it is expected that the new entrant has built
|

sufficient infrastructure |

Other clauses: The national roaming seeker must hlhve acquired a 700MHz
spectrum licence during the 5G spectrum auction

Reason for introduction: In 1999, Ofcom introducmjli a licence condition for
national roaming to the 3G licences, arguing that a new 3G entrant would be at

a significant disadvantage compared to the existing players

Pricing: Roaming was to be negotiated on reasonable erms and conditions, but
prices were not set by the regulator ‘

Sunset clause: Ofcom reviewed the national roaming condition in 2003 and
2004 and decided to remove this condition from the reglilation — recognising that
regulation was not needed as the mobile markel was cof petitive and functioning
without the need for Ofcom’s intervention

Other clauses: The regulation only applies to access

|
‘seekers with a network
already covering 20% of UK’s population |

¥ Sources: CMS, DLA
encouraged by regul
roaming for coverag

Piper Intelligence, iclg, Autoriteit Consument & Markt (Netherlands), Aetlja. Notes: National roaming is
ators in Slovenia and Slovakia, but not mandated. The Romanian regulator can impose localised national
e extension, but this is not auiomatically done under the regulation. Nolevidence of national reaming

regulation can be found on regulator websites for Bahrain, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, alta, so we assume it is not

regulated

" Sources: Federal Py

roaming and their rel

blic Service Economy Ministry of Belgium, Aetha

'8 Sources: Evan Sutherland, ‘The regulation of national roaming', 2011; Analysis Mason, 'Intethational examples of national

evance to the ACCC's enquiry in Australia’, 2016
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Reason for introduction: Ice.net entered the Norwegian telecoms market in
2015 by acquiring assets from Tele2, positioning itself alés the third national mobile
network operator. To support its early network roliout, Norway's regulator, Nkom,

imposed national roaming to incumbent Telenor, which

has SMP status

Pricing: Roaming prices were initially regulated using npargin—squeeze tests, with
allowances for higher prices in rural areas to incent vise network expansion.
However, in 2024, the reliance on regulated pricing was phased out in favour of

commercially negotiated agreement

Sunset clause: To ensure that lce.net is incentivised

Norway, Nkom reviews the need for mandated natio'\

to deplioy its network in
al roaming every three

years by assessing the market dynamics and whether there is an imbalance

Other remarks: Ice pursued a national roaming agreetrent on commercial terms

with the other MNO in Norway, Telia, who was under||

national roaming

Reason for introduction: Mandated national roaming

&as introduced as part of

no obligation to provide

the 5G spectrum auction and is designed to help new entrants who acquire

spectrum

Pricing: No mandated pricing is mentioned in the regul

tor's document

Sunset clause: Mandated national roaming expires aft :r eight years

Other clauses: The new entrants have to acquire spect
auction; the new entrants are required to cover at leas
within three years and at least 50% of the population w
own networks)

ltaly - 20188

ng v

um licences from the 5G
t 25% of the population
ithin six years (with their

vas introduced as part of

the 5G spectrum auction to ensure that the new entranis can establish services

while building their own networks

Pricing: Pricing is set on a commercial basis under fai
discriminatory terms

Sunset clause: Mandated national roaming expires af
and after 60 manths in specific regions where the see
network

acquire spectrum in the 700MHz band, as well as cover

|
I, transparent, and non-

er 30 months nationally
er has not deployed its

0% of Italy’s population

Other clauses: To qualify for mandated national roa]’ing. operators have to
1

with its own network. The operator also has to fulfil
attached to the spectrum licence.

| coverage obligations

'® Sources: Nkom, ‘Decision on designating undertakings with significant market pawer and impoging specific obligations in the

market for access and call origination on public mobile telephone networks', 2024

' Sources: ANACOM, ‘Auction Regulation for the Allocation of Rights of Use of Frequencies in
MHz, 2.1 GHz, 2.6 GHz and 3.6 GHz bands’, 2022

'® Sources: 5G spectrum auction rules,

|
he 700 MHz, 900 MHz, 1800
|
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Canada - 2021

Germany — 201419

Greece — 2020%°

Croatia - 202121

Czech Republic -
202022
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Reason for introduction: The national carriers (Bell Mphbility, Rogers, Telus), as
well as SaskTel, must offer wholesale access to reglonal providers that have
invested in network infrastructure and spectrum. The reason for national reaming
is to support regional operators who might otherwise struggle to offer nationwide

services, given Canada's regional spectrum allecation model

Pricing: The roaming agreements are commercially

negotiated, but if terms

cannot be agreed upon, the CRTC steps in through Final Offer Arbitration (FOA).

The CRTC reviews cost structures, margins, and hist irical rates to ensure fair

pricing.

Sunset clause: Mandated roaming agreement ends after eight years, point at
which it is expected that the regional operators would have built their network.

Other clauses: National roaming seekers must acquire
regions where they would like to use national roaming

Reason for introduction: Telefonica was mandated to

|
|spectrum licences in the

offer national roaming to

new entrants like 1&1 Drillish as part of a merger remedies package for the
|

approval of its merger with E-Plus

Pricing: Followed a commercial model based on the te
contract

Reason for introduction: As part of 700MHz spect
holders must offer national roaming to new entrants

rms of an earlier MVNQ

Sunset clause: Roaming provisions were set to last until 2025

rum licences, spectrum
|

Pricing: Pricing is done on a commercial basis, but shotld be reasonable

Sunset clause: National roaming expires after five years, while regional roaming

should be provided for the duration of the assignment

Reason for introduction: Introduced as part of 5G
increase coverage in underserved areas
Pricing: Based on commercial pricing, non-discriminato

Other clauses: Only applies to remote areas that are no
a single aperator to cover

holders must offer national roaming to new entrants wh
licences

|
> spectrum auctions to

ry

t economically viable for

i

Reason for introduction: As part of 700MHz spectium licences, spectrum

© acquire 5G spectrum

Pricing: Based on LRAIC+ model, taking acceunt of refurn of capital invested,

as well as a 5G premium
Sunset clause: Mandated national roaming expires afte

Other clauses: National roaming seekers must acquir

 ten years

|
® spectrum licences as

part of the auction, and be liable to al| coverage obligatior;s associated with those

licences

'® Source: European Comission, ‘Mergers: Commission clears proposed merger between Telefo
E-Plus subject to conditions-frequently asked questions’, 2 July 2014

# Sources: Aetha

2 Sources: 5G spectrum auction rules, Actha

* Sources: 5G spectrum auction rules, Astha

|
|
fica Deutschland (Telefénica)




: g[].- aetha

Oman??

Interconnection, Infrastructure Sharing and Mebile Natior

Context: National reaming is included in the Referend
Omantel and Ooredoo Oman. Oman is a country with
it economically challenging for operators to provide e

al Roaming Instructions | Page 28

e Interconnection Offers of
{vast rural areas that make
lensive network coverage

Pricing: Pricing in the Interconnection Offers iy based on retail-minus

methodology

Context: Operators designated as Significant Marke
negotiate national roaming agreements with mobile
building their network

Saudi Arabia® Pricing: Based on commercial negotiations

Sunset clause: Mandated national roaming expires a

Other clauses: National Roaming seekers have to f
coverage obligations with their own networks

4.41 Conditions for national roaming provision

In many of the benchmark countries where national roaming has been in
govern who can access it. One common requirement is that operators seek

.................................... — e

iPowers are mandated to
loperators while they are

ter five years
lfil their spectrum licence

roduced, strict conditions
ng national roaming must

have acquired spectrum or made significant investments in their own network infrastructure. This

approach ensures that only operators with a demonstrated commitment
networks benefit from roaming rather than allowing free-riders who avoid
altogether.

to developing their own
infrastructure investment

to support new entrants, possibly as a response to the then-recent merger

etween Wind and 3 Italy.

For example, 700MHz spectrum licences from the Italian 2018 5G auction qiyandate national roaming

However, to qualify for national roaming, the new entrants were obligated to ‘;irst achieve at least 10%
population coverage with their own networks. This ensures that national roarvl!ing is not a substitute for

network expansion but a tool to assist operators as they scale up their infras

t

ucture.

Another example of additional conditions for national roaming seekers is that they own spectrum — this

can be seen in Belgium, where operators who have not yet developed thei

rijown nationwide network

can use mandated national reaming for a limited period (8 years). However, the national roaming
seekers must first acquire a spectrum licence in the 700MHz band to show their willingness to invest in
the network. Similarly, regional operators in Canada can roam on the networks of national MNOs, but
this is mandated only for the areas where the regional operators own spectrunlﬁ licences, showing their

willingness to invest in the networks,

These examples show that, in most cases, access fo national roaming is

tontingent on operators’

willingness to invest in their own networks. This framewark prevents the misuse of national roaming as
a shortcut for smaller operators who might otherwise avoid making the neécessary investments in
infrastructure. By requiring operators to meet minimum deployment obligations|or hold spectrum rights,

regulators maintain incentives for network expansion and preserve fair com
players from shouldering the cost of network development while smaller ones

* Sources: Reference Interconnection Offers: OmanTel, Ooredoo Oman

4 Sources: CITC, ‘Regulatory Framework on National Roaming for Mobile Facility Based Providers'

p?tiiion. preventing larger
"free-ride" on their efforts.
|
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4.4.2

Ifthe TRC decides to implement national reaming obligations, the Commissiq

Temporary and geographic limitations ;

| Roaming Instructions | Page 29

in should ensure that these

obligations are limited in duration and in line with international best practices, rather than an indefinite

application of national roaming, which would unfairly disadvantage operators
in their networks. The experience from all benchmarked countries shows {
investment, national roaming obligations need to be time-bound. In all counfr
has been mandated, the obligations were set to expire after a well-defined
access seekers would eventually build their own networks rather than rely
networks.

44.3 Pricing of national roaming
Any national roaming amangements, if deemed necessary, should be g
negotiated agreements rather than regulated prices. The experience of d
commercial negotiations between operators tend to lsad to more efficient ang
the true cost of providing reaming services and incentivise continued investr

The 2019 consultation included a clause (Clause 114) that stated that “The
should be cost-oriented, below retail levels”. At that time, Zain argued that reg
for national roaming would distort the market by failing to account for the
deployment. It advocated for pricing to be determined through commercial

who have invested heavily
hat to encourage network
£s where hational roaming
period, ensuring that any
ng indefinitely on existing

bverned by commercially
ther markets shows that
i fair outcomes that reflect
ient in networks.

rices for national roaming
ulated, cost-based pricing
rue cost of infrastructure
egotiation, as this allows

operators to factor in market dynamics, the cost of providing the service, and the need for continued

investment.

The TRC has acknowledged this point by removing the explicit requirement for cost-based pricing from

the 2024 draft Instructions in favour of a fair and non-discriminatory pricing model, While this is a step
in the right direction, commercially negotiated rates should be the standard abproach, as seen in most

of the benchmarked countries (like Norway, Germany, or Saudi Arabia), w

lere the regulators have

chosen nof to intervene in pricing, recognising that commercial agreements incentivise investment and

provide flexibility for operators to adapt to changing market conditions.

A notable example of best practice is Norway, which has been progressively shifting its approach to

national roaming pricing, transitioning from using a "retail-minus” model to

commercially negotiated

agreements. Initially, prices were regulated through margin-squeeze tests, which were also designed

to reflect the higher costs associated with providing services in rural areas| However, in 2024, the

reliance on regulated pricing was phased out, allowing operators to nego
encouraging more investment in network infrastructure. This balances regu

fiate rates directly, thus
atory oversight with the

flexibility of market-driven pricing, ensuring sustainable competition whiié incentivising network

expansion.

Moreover, imposing cost-based pricing or regulatory controls on national rc
unnecessary burden on the TRC and operators alike. Negotiating roaming rg
for a more dynamic and flexible approach that can evolve with the market, ens
host operators and roaming seekers—are fairly compensated for the services

4.5 Specific comments

Article 13: “The unjustified refusal to negotiate in good faith or denial of th

)aming would create an
tes commercially allows
uring that both parties—
provided.

|

e provision of facilities

for roaming or other discriminatory practices with respect to roaming will be considered a

violation of the licence terms and subject to sanctions”
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The introduction of new obligations after licenses have been issued disru its the legal certainty and
commercial expectations that formed the basis for significant investment iecisions. When Zain and
other operators were granted their licenses, the terms were Clear, stable, and intended to foster long-
term commitments to network infrastructure development. Retroactively altering these conditions
undermines this stability and negatively impacts the investment environment,

Article 15: “The TRC will ensure that the Mobile National Roaming Agreement {.-.) does not, in

the TRC’s opinion, result in the potential of lessening of competition and other potential market
harms”

This clause suggests that mandated national roaming should not lead to the lessening of competition
or other potential market harms. However, as we discuss in our general comments, we firmly believe
that the drawbacks of mandated national roaming (disincentivise network inYestment, over-reliance of
national roaming seekers on the national roaming providers) will lead to & significant reduction of
competitions and other market harms (such as lack of investment). Therefore, we believe that the TRC
should not mandate national roaming, or at the very least, it should follow international best practices.

Article 17: “In some circumstances, the TRC has the right to enforce Mpbile National Reaming
in certain geographical areas for specific time frames as the TRC deems necessary”

Itis unclear how this instruction differs from the general national roaming fns{ructions, which mandate
national roaming over the whole of Jordan for an unlimited period. Thereford, the TRC should explain
the purpose of this article. |

Article 21: “The Mobile National Roaming Agreement maybe for a limited period of time that
would allow a Mobile Operator to deploy a network to a specific geographical area within Jordan
to allow the time for the roll-out of a new technology. The TRC will consider the duration of the
agreement in its approval process and consider whether the length of such an Agreement could
result in a lessening of competition.”

As we discuss in the general comments section, any mandated national roaming agreement could have
adverse effects on the mobile market in Jordan by, for example, reducing the Incentives to deploy new
technologies. This effect is enhanced if the agreements are not time-limited, which would allow
operators to ‘piggyback’ on the existing network indefinitely. Therefore, |and not excluding our
arguments against mandated national roaming as a whole, if national rdaming is mandated, all

agreements should be time-limited rather than just some (implied by the word

Article 23: “Within one calendar month from the date of submission
Requesting Mobile Operator, the Host Mobile Operator shail complete
provide a decision to the Requesting Mobile Operator in writing”

feasibility study. We recommend setting 30 working days and, if needed, anot

‘may be’ in this article).

jof the request by the
a feasibility study and

r 30 working days with

Extra time should be available for national roaming requests that require E"F accurate and precise
e

an acceptable justification for the extension.
4.6 Conclusions

The implementation of mandated national roaming in Jordan does not se

am to be required. The

country’s mobile market is highly competitive, with three well-established operators providing extensive

coverage and competitive services. Introducing national roaming regulations would result in significant

drawbacks, including reduced incentives for network investment and lower quality and availability of

mobile service. These regulations could also distort competition by allowing operators that rely on
|

national roaming to "free-ride" on the investments made by others.
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National roaming should be b
following international best pra

such measures.

If the TRC chooses to proceed with national roaming,
temporary and only apply to operators that demonstrate a
for roaming services should be commercially negotiate
dynamics to determine fair and sustainable outcomes.

In' conclusion, mandated nationa
significant risks to investment, ¢
preferred solution to ensure conti

| roaming is unnecessa

S

ng and Mobile Nat

it should ensu
commitment to
d rather than

ry in Jordan’s

ompetition, and service quality. A mar
nued innovation and network expansion. ||

onal Roaming Instructions | Page 31
|
| than regulatory mandates,

ibnal roaming typically do so

5 or in markets with regional
d, therefore, does not require

re that any obligations are
network investment, Pricing

regulated, allowing market
|

mature market and poses
ket-driven approach is the
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