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Section 2: The quality of mobile con-
nectivity we want to see

e What are your views on the
use of the Map Your Mobile
good performance metric and
how should the measure
evolve over time?

What are your views on the useful-
ness of:

o the 90% figure as a bench-
mark applicable across geog-
raphies and based on
crowdsourced data?, and

e  Whether the 90% benchmark
is realistic and sufficiently am-
bitious?

References are to Ofcom’s discussion paper, Connectivity
you can count on (3 June 2026). Sources are listed at the
end of this section. Streetwave is an independent mo-

bile-coverage and performance measurement company,
and we declare that interest at the outset. This response
is built on Ofcom’s own text, official statistics and peer-

reviewed research.

Key points

We applaud this paper. Moving from predicted cov-
erage to measured, real-world performance is the
right step, and the goal it implies is the right one:
maps and statistics that match people’s real experi-
ence — everyone’s, everywhere.

We caution Ofcom on the exclusive use of
crowdsourced data as it cannot deliver on the above
goal on its own. Crowdsourced measurements only
arise where people, phones and signal already are.
Where there is no usable signal, nothing is recorded
and nothing is counted (footnote 39). This is survi-
vorship bias: a natural feature of how crowdsourced
data is made, and nobody’s fault.

The consequence of this could be a national statistic
that overstates how well served the country is. The
worst-served places contribute the least data, so the
headline normalises a picture better than people’s
reality — repeating, in a new form, the failure that
made predicted-coverage maps unaligned to peo-
ple’s experience (para 2.6).

It also hides exactly what this programme exists to
find. The places where the market alone won’t de-
liver (paras 3.13-3.16) are, by definition, places with
weak service, suppressed usage and little or no data.
A benchmark built on that data cannot locate market
failure —and what is not measured cannot be man-
aged.




Question Your response

e Today, without meaning to, the UK is disadvantaging
parts of itself — economically, educationally, socially,
and in health and public services — because the
places least visible in the evidence are least visible in
the decisions. A map that truly represents every-
one’s experience is crucial to both understanding
this and fixing it.

e The nation needs a map, built on a transparent
methodology applied equally to all mobile operators,
that measures what consumers actually experience
everywhere they live, work and travel — measure-
ments taken equally from good and poor connectiv-
ity areas, no-signal moments counted as failures, and
full transparency about where every measurement
was taken (provenance), so that where testing has
not happened is visible too.

e Thisis practical today: keep crowdsourced data as
the always-on indicative layer, and pair it with repre-
sentative measurement — which now scales across
entire road networks in months — for any judgment
about places. Publish both openly, with sample
counts and locations shown, so councils, consumers
and industry can see and use the evidence for them-
selves. This could be delivered through a national
survey of all public roads, achievable at low risk and
with technology that exists in the market today.

e On that evidence base, 90% is a worthy ambition. On
today’s sampling methodology, it can be met while
the worst-served places never improve.

In detail

1. Five mechanisms make crowdsourced data’s bias sys-
tematic — most already acknowledged in Ofcom’s own
footnotes.

(i) Sample density. Around 85% of the population is ur-
ban (para 7.10) and measurement volume tracks people,
so the national figure is an urban-weighted average — the
benchmark, as Ofcom itself is careful to say, “is not a
measure of geographic coverage... within any specific
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area” (para 2.20). The arithmetic is unforgiving: if, for ex-
ample, rural areas contribute 10% of samples, a network
scoring 92% urban and 72% rural reports 90% — bench-
mark met, rural performance unchanged.

(i) Survivorship. Only occasions where a connection
could be attempted are counted. Footnote 39: the data
“does not capture locations where no coverage is availa-
ble... meaning overall user experience may be worse
than these figures alone suggest.” The places that fail
most completely contribute nothing at all.

(iii) Self-selection and suppressed usage. People in poorly
served places lean on Wi-Fi, run fewer measurement
apps, use their phones less, and may already have
moved to whichever network works locally. Footnote 96
acknowledges that large parts of rural areas “will not be
reflected in the figures” — a circularity in which poor cov
erage suppresses usage, and suppressed usage erases
the evidence of poor coverage.

(iv) Small-sample substitution. Under footnote 42, a dis-
trict with fewer than 100 samples is silently shown the
wider postcode area’s figure — and the rule is triggered
by the sparsest operator, so one thin network decides
what is shown for all four. Even at the 100-sample floor,
a district measuring 85% cannot be statistically distin-
guished from one passing the 90% benchmark.

(v) Hidden within-area distribution. A district can clear
the sample threshold with measurements drawn almost
entirely from one high street, leaving residential streets
and the surrounding countryside unmeasured. Identical
headline scores can hide entirely different measurement
footprints.

In plain terms: the worst-served places are excluded,
self-erasing, substituted or statistically unreliable — an in-
stability footnote 40 itself undertakes to keep under re-
view, and one well documented in the peer-reviewed lit-
erature (ACM SIGMETRICS 2025; 14th ITG-Symposium
2020; Annals of GIS 2018).

2. The consequences fall on identifiable people, and on
the market. No measurement method is neutral about
who it counts. Those the paper identifies as most de-
pendent on mobile — people for whom it is their “only
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way to access the internet” (para 2.3), older and vulnera-
ble users (para 2.4), rural businesses (footnote 94) — are
precisely the least visible in the statistic, because where
reliance is highest and service poorest, usage and sam-
pling are most suppressed. What gets measured gets
acted on; being invisible in the evidence means being
last in line for investment. These effects are not abstract:
they are economic, educational, social, and felt in health
and public services. Sections 3(2)(b) and 3(4)(l) of the
Communications Act 2003 require availability “through-
out the United Kingdom”, with regard to rural as well as
urban interests — duties an evidence base that cannot
see rural failure cannot support. Consumers, meanwhile,
see substituted figures at the point of purchase via Map
Your Mobile’s syndication to GoCompare and Which?
(para 3.12); when a measure becomes a target, it ceases
to be a good measure.

3. The fix: measure everywhere, and show the work-
ings. Representative measurement is no longer slow or
exotic: modern drive-testing scales across entire road
networks of a nation in months, with reach akin to
crowdsourcing (minus in-building) — and it samples well
served and poorly served places equally, recording not-
spots as failures rather than skipping them. Keep
crowdsourced data as the continuous, indicative layer;
use representative measurement as the decision-grade
layer for anything place-based. In regulatory terms:
crowdsourced data screens; controlled measurement de-
termines — and the paper should state which uses are
which. Specifically:

e Provenance first: publish where and when every
measurement behind a figure was taken — which also
shows, by definition, where nothing has been meas-
ured. No single change would do more to make the
statistics trustworthy.

e Sample poorly served and well served areas with
equal evidential weight, and publish a view in which
every place counts equally alongside the headline
figure.

e Retire the footnote-42 substitution rule: set mini-
mum sample-count and confidence thresholds, and
where they are not met, flag the gap or fill it with
measurement — never with a wider average.
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e Publish the underlying data openly, under an open li-
cence, so councils, consumers, researchers and in-
dustry can build on it — meeting needs both known
and not yet known.

Ofcom has already shown how to do this well — the
trains study and the Greater Manchester work are ex-
actly this approach — and it is testable: we would wel-
come a joint calibration exercise, random selection of 3
rural areas measured both ways, the difference pub-
lished. Re-weighting crowdsource data alone cannot
achieve it (it cannot restore places never sampled), and
we argue for the method, not a supplier: specify an au-
ditable methodology and procure it competitively.

Our answers to the three questions. The metric and how
it should evolve: the thresholds (5 Mbit/s download, 1.5
Mbit/s upload, 50 ms latency) are a reasonable floor and
should be reviewed as usage evolves; the urgent evolu-
tion is not the thresholds but the sampling beneath
them. The 90% figure across geographies, based on
crowdsourced data: not as the sole or primary instru-
ment — valuable as a continuous, indicative signal, but
not a sound basis for judging whether places are ade-
quately served, because the sample under-represents,
and at no signal entirely excludes, the very places in
guestion (the international indices cited at paras 2.25—
2.26 share the same construction, so they can motivate
ambition but cannot evidence rural adequacy either).
This is not an argument against measuring where people
are; it is an argument for also measuring where people
are fewer, because they count too. Realistic and suffi-
ciently ambitious: on this evidence base, 90% is simulta-
neously too easy (it can be met without fixing the worst-
served areas) and unmeasurable where it matters most;
ambition should be defined so it cannot be met while
whole communities are left behind.

Define “latency” where it is used. One improvement
that strengthens the metric immediately: say what “la-
tency” means wherever it appears. The paper’s 50 ms
threshold does not state whether latency means one-
way delay or full round-trip time (RTT). One-way delay
cannot be measured without synchronised clocks at both
ends, so any “one-way” figure is round-trip time halved —
an assumption of path symmetry that mobile networks
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do not satisfy. Halving adds no information, but it halves
the published number and doubles the effective thresh-
old: 50 ms on a halved figure is a 100 ms bar in the terms
used by Accenture, RootMetrics, Ookla, Streetwave. De-
fine latency as full RTT, state the definition alongside
every published figure, and confirm which definition the
current metric applies. As with sampling, the definition
must travel with the number, or the number cannot be
compared.

We offer this response in the same constructive spirit as
the paper itself, and we are happy to help in any way
that is useful.
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Section 3: Market-led improvements Confidential? N

in mobile network quality Customers need a trustworthy answer to one question:
what will each network actually be like where | live, work
and travel? Map Your Mobile is a welcome step — its mil-
lion visits show the appetite Ofcom has tapped (para
3.12) — but its performance layer inherits the sampling
bias described in our Section 2 response — and shows the

e What information do custom-
ers need about network qual-
ity to choose the best network
for their needs, and where are
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the main gaps in current pro-
vision of that information?

How well does Map Your Mo-
bile currently meet customer
and stakeholder needs, and
what specific improvements
would make it more useful?

results to consumers without caveats. Our recommenda-
tions:

e Show the sample count and a confidence indicator
on every result, and clearly flag substituted values
(footnote 42) — a user in a poorly served village can
currently be shown a number that actually describes
the nearest town.

e Show where within an area the measurements were
taken (provenance). A district-level score can rest
entirely on the high street or the station, and ab-
sence of problems and absence of data look the
same.

e Fill sparse areas with representative measurement
rather than substituted averages.

e Add travel routes (road and rail), and publish the
methodology — including definitions, such as
whether “latency” means round-trip time — on the
tool itself, so re-publishers like GoCompare and
Which? (para 3.12) carry its caveats.

The test of success: Map Your Mobile should be as relia-
ble for a rural village as for a city centre — today, by con-
struction, it is not.

Section 4: Connectivity in busy areas

What do you think are the big-
gest barriers to achieving bet-
ter mobile performance in
town and city centres and
why?

What do you think should be
Ofcom’s main priorities for
our future work in this area?

What information would
stakeholders, especially local
authorities / planning authori-
ties find useful for Ofcom

to provide further insights

on and why?

Confidential? = N

The barriers the paper identifies — planning variation, sit-
ing, capacity — are real. Beneath them sits an information
barrier: decisions of real consequence are being made on
all sides without a shared, trusted picture of where con-
nectivity actually fails and whether interventions worked
(Figures 4.2—4.3 show prior-approval refusal rates rang-
ing from over 90% to close to zero). Local authorities
want to help — footnote 69 lists councils already commis-
sioning their own measurement — but they cannot target
what they cannot see, and where little or no data exists
for a place, the problem stays hidden. Ofcom’s own
Greater Manchester and Bury study (para 4.7) is, we
think, the right template for fixing this locally. The infor-
mation that would help most:

e Locally granular measured data with provenance —
sample locations, counts and confidence shown —ra-
ther than substituted area averages.

e Published as open data, machine-readable and GIS-
ready (open formats, an API, an open licence), so it




Question Your response

drops straight into councils’ own systems (GIS): find-
ing gaps, prioritising council sites and street furni-
ture, supporting planning decisions, barrier-busting
where deployments stall, and verifying what a de-
ployment delivered.

e We would caution against the alternative: giving
300-plus authorities a precise-looking crowdsourced
score, without provenance or confidence, that does
not actually describe their area.

Section 5: Connectivity in indoor,
shared public places

What do you think are the big-
gest barriers to achieving bet-
ter mobile performance in-
doors and why?

What do you think should be
Ofcom’s main priorities for
our future work in this area?

What information would you
find useful for Ofcom to pro-
vide further insights on in re-
lation to connectivity indoors
and why?

Confidential? — N

We agree with the paper’s barriers — building physics
and split incentives between venue owners and opera-
tors (paras 5.4, 5.9-5.10).

Our recommendation: pair Ofcom’s planned stakeholder
work with a repeatable venue measurement approach —
the direction Norway’s regulator has taken (footnote 73)
—and publish measured, per-operator results for major
public buildings/venues of interest.

Section 6: Connectivity on trains

What do you think are the big-
gest barriers, technical and
commercial, to achieving bet-
ter mobile performance

on trains? Which are most sig-
nificant and why?

Do you agree with our pro-
posal to work with govern-
ment to support improve-
ments in train connectivity?

What information would you
find useful for Ofcom to pro-
vide further insights on in re-
lation to connectivity on trains
and why?

Confidential? = N

We declare an interest: the train measurement study
this section relies on (Figures 6.1 and 6.2; footnote 76)
was conducted by Streetwave.

e On the barriers: for direct-to-mobile service, the
binding constraints are rural corridor coverage com-
bined with carriage penetration loss (footnote 80).
For on-board Wi-Fi they are commercial — speed
throttling observed on many lines, legacy equipment
and limited backhaul (para 6.7). Commercial out-
weighs technical, because where investment was
made, it worked: South Western Railway’s track-to-
train section (para 6.8).

e We support working with government. The train
study also proves the central point of our response:
Ofcom evidenced this section with controlled meas-
urement because crowd samples on a moving train
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cannot characterise a route — the same discipline the
thinly sampled areas in our Section 2 response need.
On reporting: make it ongoing, repeatable measure-
ment to a published schedule to cover all lines in the
UK, per segment and per operator — averages con-
ceal the dead zones where journeys actually fail —
and use the same measurement to verify LEO de-
ployments as they roll out.

Section 7: Connectivity in rural areas

What do you think are the big-

gest barriers to achieving bet-
ter mobile performance in ru-
ral locations and why?

What do you think should be
Ofcom’s main priorities for
our future work in rural loca-
tions and what outcomes
should we aim to achieve?

What solutions (technical,
commercial, policy or deliv-
ery) could improve rural mo-
bile performance?

What information would you
find useful for Ofcom to pro-
vide further insights on in re-
lation to rural connectivity
and why?

Confidential? = N

The commercial and technical barriers Ofcom lists
are real. In front of them sits a prior, evidential bar-
rier: rural failure is partly invisible in the data used to
judge it (footnotes 39 and 96; para 7.7), and you can-
not target, fund or verify what is not representa-
tively measured.

Figure 7.1’s gentle gradient (83% in large cities to
70.5% in the most rural areas) substantially under-
states the real gap, we believe — an artefact of the
sampling methodology, not a description of rural re-
ality. Ofcom’s own coverage framework — modelled,
and by the paper’s own account inclined to overstate
usable service (para 2.6) — still shows around 4% of
UK landmass with no 4G at all, only 81% with 4G
from all four operators, all-operator coverage of A
and B roads at around 70% (63% in Scotland, 62% in
Wales, 56% in Northern Ireland), and indoor 4G from
all four operators reaching 57% of rural English
premises against 94% of urban ones (Connected Na-
tions 2025). We cite these not as performance evi-
dence but as a map of where the crowd cannot
count.

Our asks: measure rural areas and road and rail corri-
dors representatively, with not-spots counted and
provenance published, and build the planned rural
case studies (para 7.16) on that footing. Never read a
high-performance score as evidence that an under-
covered area is well served (footnote 39). And if full
good performance is unrealistic in the remotest
places (para 7.7), define an honest, transparent
basic-service floor and measure it (Streetwave uses
‘Basic Performance’: =>1Mbps download speed,
=>0.5Mbps uploads speed and =<200ms of latency
(RTT)).
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e Every solution the paper canvasses — spectrum shar-
ing, neutral hosts, satellite — depends on knowing ac-
curately and locally where the problems are, so the
first-order fix is the evidence base, and it is achieva-
ble now: modern measurement covers entire road
networks and rural areas for a whole country in
months. The most useful information: per-location
measured performance published openly in GIS-
ready form, the location and density of the measure-
ments behind every figure, and rural-only scores
alongside any national number (the rurality classifi-
cation in footnote 95 already enables this).

Please tell us how you came across this discussion paper.

Email from Ofcom

Saw it on social media

Found it on Ofcom's website

Found it on another website

Heard about it on TV or radio

Read about it in a newspaper or magazine
Heard about it at an event

Somebody told me or shared it with me
Other (please specify)

OO0ORODOOOOX™MO

Please complete this form in full and return to mobileconnectivity@ofcom.org.uk.



https://ofcomuk-my.sharepoint.com/personal/sophia_eastmond_ofcom_org_uk/Documents/Microsoft%20Teams%20Chat%20Files/mobileconnectivity@ofcom.org.uk
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