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Intel Response to Ofcom Consultation Titled “Second consultation on 
assessment of future mobile competition and proposals for the award 

of 800 MHz and 2.6 GHz spectrum and related issues” 
 

Question 4.1: Do you agree with our assessment of the competition concerns relating to 
national wholesale competition that could arise if the auction took place with no measures to 
promote competition? Please state your reasons for your views.  

Intel supports the expeditious assignment of spectrum in order to assist additional 
broadband deployment, improve coverage, and enable take-up of new services. The award 
of spectrum licenses in the 800 MHz and 2.6 GHz bands is a major step towards enabling 
broadband, especially given the importance of these bands in terms of the ability to provide 
coverage and capacity, plus the increasing scarcity of spectrum with economies of scale for 
wireless broadband. We support combined licensing of these bands providing that there 
is no further delay to the release of either band. 

Intel is of the opinion that Ofcom’s desire to ensure competition following on recent market 
consolidation risks adding further delay and complexity to the auction process as 
demonstrated by the excruciatingly long analysis in the consultation. We support market 
forces and believe the Regulator or Government should not try and influence the outcome of 
such processes through additional regulatory measures or burdensome criteria. There are 
other post-auction routes available to address any anti-competitive practices should they 
arise in the future. We believe the most important factor Ofcom needs to focus on is the 
timely release of the spectrum.  

We support models which permit the sharing of spectrum in order to allow more entities to 
utilise the spectrum however we caution against mandating Wholesale Access in a manner 
that would require that the licensee must allow entities to offer services using its network 
since this could substantially reduce incentives to invest in deploying a widespread network. 

In general, the most common rationale for mandating Wholesale Access is to enable new 
entrants to use access to the incumbent’s networks as a “stepping stone” to building their 
own broadband networks. The theory is based upon the belief that network externalities and 
the relatively high sunk costs of entering telecommunications markets are barriers to entry, 
so new competition is only feasible if the entrants can access the incumbents’ networks.  
However, research shows that “unbundling regulations do not promote broadband 
investment and may even reduce it”.1

Governments and Regulators elsewhere have decided to assign these licenses simultaneously 
in order that Operators can acquire sufficient spectrum to plan and deploy widespread, low-
cost broadband services while meeting rapidly increasing data demand. This method allows 
true facilities-based competition between carriers. With mandated Wholesale Access, a 

 Requiring Mobile Operators to share existing or new 
facilities with potential competitors reduces their incentives to invest in new deployments by 
lowering their potential returns on investments.  

                                                 
1  Wallsten, Scott. “Whence Competition in Network Industries? Broadband and Unbundling Regulations in 

OECD Countries” December 2007. 
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prospective licensee would need to commit considerable resources in order to build and 
deploy the network, then make the network available to every competitor. We believe that it 
would be preferable to permit or encourage Wholesale Access instead of a policy that would 
mandate the licensee to provide Wholesale Access to every competitor. 

Although we understand the goals of encouraging market entry and providing rural access, 
we fear that the current proposals make actually hinder widespread affordable broadband. 
Regulators elsewhere have faced similar problems and proposed various solutions to enable 
MVNO access or rural coverage through Universal Service Fund. 

• In the United States, the FCC permits licensees to make agreements with other 
operators to utilize spectrum and/or network capacity: these types of licensing 
arrangements are already in place.  

• In France, ARCEP gave extra bonus points in the 800 MHz and 2.6 GHz beauty contest 
to license applicants who agreed to host MVNOs on their network: each of the 4 
leading operators received spectrum and agreed to host MVNOs.   

• In Germany, BNetzA identified priority areas for coverage for licensees of 800 MHz 
spectrum: rural coverage obligations are already being met.  

• Many countries are using Universal Service Fund for rural area coverage in 
collaboration with operators.  

The results of these licensing decisions will have long-term effects on the broadband market.  
Therefore, we urge Ofcom to carefully consider packages with proposed assignments that 
will encourage true facilities based competition while enabling policy goals. Rollout 
obligations or reverse auctions could be utilized to address rural or underserved areas, while 
wholesale access could be permitted or encouraged rather than mandated. 

 

Question 4.2: Do you agree that option 4 should be adopted to promote national wholesale 
competition? Please state the reasons for your views.  

Intel does not support “reservation of spectrum for a fourth national wholesaler” for the 
reasons presented in response to Question 4.1 plus attempts to ensure at least four 
operators may be disadvantageous in the long-term as network consolidation / sharing is 
already happening within Europe. Operators should not be constrained in considering further 
network sharing, merger or acquisition options. Market forces must prevail.  

Intel believes spectrum caps should only be used in special circumstances and that any 
spectrum cap should take into consideration any potential anti-competitive concerns. We 
don’t have any particular concerns with the proposals –  

• sub 1GHz safeguard cap of 2 x 27.5 MHz 

• overall spectrum cap of 2 x 105 MHz 

Intel believes Operators should be able to acquire sufficient spectrum to meet their business 
models for coverage expansion and meeting rapidly increasing data demand. We do not 
believe Ofcom should try and influence the outcome of the auction.  

  

Question 4.3: Do you agree that the portfolios in group 2 (middle portfolios) of option 4 
are likely to be most appropriate and proportionate implementation of this option?  

Intel believes that the Operators are better positioned to answer this question.  
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Question 4.4: Do you believe that geographically split licences for a particular block of 2.6 
GHz spectrum between standard power use and lower power use is likely to create 
significant additional benefits for consumers?  

As stated in our response to the March 2011 consultation Intel believes it is difficult to 
envisage low-power deployments in the 2.6 GHz band unless this was part of an Operators 
network rollout strategy / plan and that shared access may be difficult to implement. That 
said, we support efforts to assist increase broadband roll-out and coverage provided there 
are no detrimental effects for the higher power licensed services.  

Intel prefers to see a market-based approach to any low-power use and defer to Operators 
to provide additional input. We do not believe that it is the best interests to have spectrum 
reserved for low-power use only. 

Intel is concerned over the proposal to reserve some the 2.6 GHz spectrum for low-power 
use. We believe market forces should prevail and the auction outcome determined by the 
relevant and most appropriate business plans. There would be noting precluding low-power 
use in any part of the 2.6 GHz band but limiting part of the 2.6 GHz band to only low-power 
use precludes the opportunity for high-power use. We believe that the complexity of this 
proposal may introduce uncertainty into the market place which is highly undesirable.  

With spectrum trading and leasing it should be possible to enable a secondary market to 
address coverage issues via geographical licensing.  

 

Question 4.5: Please provide your views including the reasons for them on which options 
you believe should be taken in relation to promoting low power shared use of 2.6 GHz 
spectrum.  

If Ofcom purses “low power share use” options Intel believes the most appropriate way 
forward would be to not reserve any spectrum for low power shared use but place measures 
in the auction to allow for aggregate bids from low power shared users enabling them to 
compete with the bids from national wholesalers or other bidders to determine which type of 
user acquires the spectrum. Intel suggests that any aggregation of bids should only apply to 
2 x 10 MHz of 2.6 GHz spectrum.  

 

Question 5.1: Do you have any comments on the proposal to include a coverage obligation 
in at least one of the 800 MHz licences, and the proposed extent of such a coverage 
obligation?  

Intel believes that a coverage obligation on at least one of the 800 MHz licenses could be 
quite onerous and disadvantageous when compared to fewer restrictions on any other 800 
MHz operators. We still believe the 800 MHz spectrum is bandwidth limited thus unable to 
deliver significant capacity to densely populated areas and will become capacity constrained 
very quickly. If the objective is to deliver broadband services to rural / remote communities 
then perhaps the metric to focus on should be coverage to rural areas.   

Intel suggests coverage obligations must be balanced with a realistic business case, available 
/ likely funding, and a least restrictive regulatory regime to ensure successful deployment of 
a network linked to improving coverage (and more importantly take-up of broadband) but 
we believe the regulations need to promote coverage rather than mandating it.  

 

Question 5.2: Do you have any comments on which of the two approaches proposed for 
the specification of such an obligation would be preferable: Approach A, which would require 
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the licensee to provide a 4G mobile data service to an area within which at least 98% of the 
UK population lives; or Approach B, which would require the licensee to provide the specified 
mobile data service with coverage comparable to the combined mobile voice coverage of 
today’s 2G networks and in addition to provide the same service with coverage comparable 
to that of the additional mobile voice coverage achieved through the MIP, in those areas 
where MIP infrastructure is capable of supporting a 4G mobile data service?  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 5.3: Do you have any comments on our assessment that it is unlikely to be 
proportionate to impose such a coverage obligation on more than one licensee?  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 5.4: Do you have any views on the costs and benefits of a wholesale access 
obligation on the licensee with the coverage obligation in respect to those areas beyond 
existing 2G mobile voice coverage?  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 5.5: Do you have any comments on the possibility that we may in certain limited 
circumstances consider granting concurrent licences as set out in paragraphs 5.88 to 5.93? 

Intel suggests that where spectrum remains unused Ofcom should encourage efficient use of 
spectrum and create appropriate conditions for unused spectrum to be made available where 
appropriate without affecting the existing and planned use by the present licensee. 

 

Question 6.1: Do you agree with our revised proposals for the packaging of the 800 MHz 
band? Please state the reasons for your preference.  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 6.2: Do you agree with our revised proposals for the packaging of the 2.6 GHz 
band? Please state the reasons for your views.  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 7.1: Do you agree with our revised proposals for the number of eligibility points 
that should attach to each lot? Please state the reasons for your views.  

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 

 

Question 7.2: Do you have any comments on the proposed auction rules as explained in 
section 7, Annex 11 and Annex 12? Please state the reasons for your views.  

Intel has no comments. 

 

Question 8.1: Do you have any comments on the Additional Spectrum Methodology as one 
of several sources of information for estimating the full market value of spectrum?  
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Intel has no comments. 

 

Question 8.2: Do you have any comments on our updated thinking on estimating full 
market value for the purpose of revising ALF as set out in this section and Annex 13?  

Intel has no comments. 

 

Question A7.1: We would welcome comments on any aspect of the data, assumptions and 
modelling methodology we have used in our technical analysis, in particular our approach to 
serving users in a range of both easier and harder to serve locations.  

Intel has no comments. 

 

Question A7.2: We would welcome any additional information, in particular from current 
operators, on the choice of parameters making up our ‘Min var and ‘Max var’ cases.  

Intel has no comments. 

 

Question A8.1: Do you agree with our assessment of when Everything Everywhere, 
Vodafone and Telefónica are likely to be able to refarm their existing 2G spectrum? In 
particular, do you agree with our views on the importance of user devices and the likely 
availability and take-up of devices that use different technologies and bands? Please state 
the reasons for your views, including if appropriate your views on handset roadmaps and the 
practical constraints which apply to those roadmaps. 

Intel believes Mobile Network Operators are better positioned to respond to this question. 
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