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1.  Introduction 
 
BT welcomes this consultation and draft decision on the asset lives of eircom 
ltd.   We agree that this is an important subject that will influence wholesale 
prices for the next decade of important wholesale services both existing and 
emerging.  
 
BT has reviewed the asset lives suggested against it own policies as applied 
in the UK.  Inevitably, there are differences, and occasional uncertainty about 
whether like is being compared with like. 
 
However for a number of the key policies for long-lived assets such as duct 
and cable, the policies in the consultation are similar to those that BT uses in 
the UK. 
 
For some of the questions we are unclear as to precisely the meaning 
intended by ComReg/ definition is. 
 
For some other questions we do not have a strong view and have remained 
silent deferring to ComReg’s judgement.  
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2.  Response to ComReg Questions 
 
Q. 1. Do you agree or disagree that it is appropriate for ComReg to 
undertake this review at this time? Please explain in detail your response 
 
A.1.  BT agrees.  The asset lives used to set depreciation are an important 
factor in any regulatory pricing or costing decision.  Prices for regulated 
products and services should reflect an appropriate economic life for the 
assets consumed by the service. 
 
BT notes that the presence of technological change such as NGN/NGA 
investment makes it important to review asset lives form time to time.  
Technological change can materially alter the economic life of existing assets. 
 
 
Q. 2. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion above 
taking into account the views of RGL? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.2.  BT agrees. 
 
 
Q. 3. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion that 
the Eircom’s fixed asset register (in an equivalent form to that received as 
part of this consultation process) should be submitted annually to ComReg at 
the same time as the due date for submission of the HCAs to ComReg? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.3.  BT agrees.   
 
Full detail of the fixed asset register is likely to be confidential, as it will refer to 
assets in markets where regulation does not apply, but ComReg is an 
appropriate body to review regulatory costings, fixed asset values and asset 
lives in detail.  This depends on the provision of timely and reliable financial 
and other information by eircom. 
 
There may be reasons why the life used in a regulatory decision may differ 
from that used by eircom.  Where this is the case, ComReg should be explicit 
about which life policies are being changed and why.  For costing and pricing 
purposes, Ofcom changed the asset life of copper from 15 years to 18 years, 
and of duct to 40, departing from BT’s policy.  This was after an extensive 
consultation process. 
 
http://www.ofcom.org.uk/consult/condocs/copper/ 
 
 
 
Q. 4. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
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customer sited DSL equipment? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
BT agrees.  The life here is influenced not only by technical factors that will 
cause existing equipment to become obsolete, but also customer choice.  For 
example house moves will lead to significant churn of such equipment. It is 
relatively unlikely that Eircom will be able to achieve significant re-use of 
customer equipment. A relatively short life is likely to be consistent with the 
average life of a customer contract. 
 
 
Q. 5. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited Data, Ethernet and IP terminating equipment? Please explain 
in detail your response.  
 
A.5. Confidential Text  
 
 
Q. 6. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited transmission terminating equipment? Please explain in detail 
your response.  
 
A.6. Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 7. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited application capability equipment? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.7. BT is unclear as to what “application capability equipment” is. 
 
 
 
Q. 8. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
poles? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
 
A8.  Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 9. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.9. Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 10. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 
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duct, roadway, and footway boxes? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.10.  BT agrees.  Prior to 2005, BT had been using shorter lives.  However 
as a results of Ofcom’s review “The Cost of Copper”, it was decided by Ofcom 
to extend duct life to 40 years.  BT later changed its accounting life policy to 
be consistent with the regulatory decision.  Details of Ofcom’s reasoning can 
be found in the consultation cited in A3 above. 
 
 
Q. 11. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg’s preliminary conclusion that 
it is likely that the rollout of NGN will also use the same ducts to provide 
services extending the lives of ducts, and associated civil works even further? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.11. Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 12. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 
overhead cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.12. Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 13. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
both underground cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.13. BT agrees.  Underground cable and fibre are in general well-protected 
assets, but would be replaced on a quicker cycle than the duct they are 
housed in.  Existing cable would be expected to be re-used in the first 
instance. 
 
 
Q. 14. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
equipment associated with the maintenance of cables? Please explain in 
detail your response.  
 
A.14. BT is unclear as to what this equipment might be. 
 
 
 
Q. 15. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
active equipment including DSLAMs, MSAN’s in exchanges or other 
conditioned areas? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.15. Confidential Text 
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Q. 16. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of a regulatory asset 
life of 8 years for switching: line terminals? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.16. BT is unclear as to what this equipment might be. 
 
 
Q. 17. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 20 years for 
pair gains systems, 10 years for radio access and 8 years for antennae? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A17.  Please see related questions and answers above. 
 
 
 
Q. 18. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 
the regulatory asset lives of the physical assets, common between both the 
core and access networks should be the same? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A. 18.  BT would expect that items such as duct, underground cable and 
overhead cable would have the same live, regardless of where in the network 
they lie.  Exchange buildings would have a life in their own right, and the costs 
would be allocated to core and access services.  It is the assets and their 
physical and economic conditions that determine life, not the part of the 
network costs are allocated to.  There is no reason to expect that sharing an 
asset would cause the different shares to have a different life 
 
 
 
Q. 19. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
poles? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.19.  Please see A.8. above. 
 
 
 
Q. 20. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A. 20. Please see A.9 above. 
 
 
 
Q. 21. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 
duct, roadway, and footway boxes? Please explain in detail your response. 
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A.21. Please see A.10 above. 
 
 
Q. 22. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 
overhead cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.22. Please see A.12 above. 
 
 
 
Q. 23. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
underground cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
 
A.23. Please see A.13 above. 
 
 
 
Q. 24. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 11 years for 
transmission equipment less than 155 M/bits? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.24. Confidential Text 
 
 
 
Q. 25. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 11 years for 
transmission equipment greater than or equal to 155 M/bits? Please explain 
in detail your response.  
 
A.25. Confidential Text 
 
 
 
Q. 26. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 9 years for 
international satellite equipment? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
 A.26.   
 
 
Q. 27. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 
submarine transmission equipment and 15 years for submarine cable? Please 
explain in detail your response.  
 
A.27. Confidential Text 
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Q. 28. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset life of 6 years for IP and Internet router hardware? Please 
explain in detail your response.  
 
A.28. Confidential Text 
 
 
 
Q. 29. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
Ethernet: Transport and switch equipment? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.29.   
 
 
 
Q. 30. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 6 years for 
ATM Frame relay equipment? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.30. Confidential Text 
 
 
Q. 31. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 
the “MARTIS” system and 6 years for other data equipment? Please explain 
in detail your response.  
 
A.31. The Martis system is something of a peculiarity of eircoms and would 
would defer to ComReg in this regard. 
 
 
Q. 32. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 10 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch hardware (excluding line terminals)? Please explain in detail 
your response.  
 
A.32. BT is not clear as to what this equipment is. 
 
 
 
Q. 33. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch software? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.33. See A.32 above. 
 
 
 Q. 34. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
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custom hardware and applications? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.34. BT is unclear as to what this is. 
 
 
 
Q. 35. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 5 years for 
server hardware? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A. 35.  BT is unclear as to what this is. 
 
 
 
Q. 36. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
Applications and OS? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A. 36. BT is unclear as to what this is. 
 
 
 
Q. 37. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for network management systems of 4, data and traffic 
management systems of 5 years and OPS support systems of 9 years? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A. 37. Please see above. 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. 38. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives for specific test 
equipment of 5 years, miscellaneous test equipment of 11 years and line 
testing equipment of 20 years? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.38. Please see A37. 
 
 
Q. 39. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the non-depreciation 
for land freehold and land leasehold for regulatory purposes? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.39. BT agrees on freehold land. It is normal practice not to depreciate land, 
as there is no reason to expect the value of land to decline through “use.”  BT 
would expect leasehold land to depreciate over the remaining life of the lease. 
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Q. 40. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for exchange buildings of 40 years? Please explain in 
detail your response.  
 
A.40. BT agrees.   
 
 
 
Q. 41. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for buildings fixtures and fittings and security equipment 
of 5 years? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.41. 
 
 
Q. 42. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for phone and internet kiosks of 8 years? Please explain 
in detail your response.  
 
A.42.   
 
 
Q. 43. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives AC/DC power equipment and air conditioning of 5 years 
for fixtures and fittings, 17 years for electrical equipment and 22 years for 
power? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.43.   
 
 
Q. 44. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for generators of 25 years? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.44.  
 
 
 
Q. 45. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for standard 
vehicles (cars, vans and trucks) of 6 years? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
 
A.45.  
 
 
Q. 46. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for specially 
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fitted out vehicles of 6 years? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.46.  
 
 
 
Q. 47. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
P.C.’s and miscellaneous hardware and 5 years for ancillary equipment? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.47.   
 
 
 
Q. 48. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for IT 
networking equipment? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.48.   
 
 
Q. 49. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
bespoke, specialised or in-house developed software and 3 years for “off the 
shelf” packages? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.49. Confidential Text 
 
 
 
 
Q. 50. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
furniture? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.50.   
 
 
Q. 51. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
PCs and server hardware? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.51. PC hard ware and software should have the same life.  4 years reflects 
a realistic cycle of corporate replacement. 
  
 
Q. 52. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
PCs and server software? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.52.   
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Q. 53. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the regulatory 
asset life of 4 years for other electrical equipment? Please explain in detail 
your response.  
 
A.53.  
 
 
Q. 54. Do you agree or disagree that the regulatory asset lives of licences 
and intellectual property rights should be for the duration of licences, 
copyrights, or agreements? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.54.  Confidential Text. 
 
 
Q. 55. Are there any other issues or assets which should be taken into 
consideration when assessing the regulatory asset lives of a fixed line 
telecommunications operator? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.55 As BT carries out its NGN investment, with the expectation that some 
legacy systems will be completely replaced; it is becoming more usual to use 
a common expiry date rather than an accounting book life.  Rather than have 
a life that begins from installation, assets are reclassified so that they will all 
be fully written off by a certain date.  
 
This procedure could extend or reduce the remaining useful life, depending on 
the expectation on NGN rollout, and if / when the legacy equipment is 
expected to be no longer in use.   
 
 
Q. 56. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg's proposal that all amended 
regulatory asset lives be implemented with immediate effect from the date of 
a ComReg decision? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.56.  BT agrees that if ComReg is going to amend lives, and they differ from 
the lives in use by Eircom, then they should be implemented immediately. 
However this may not imply immediate changes to prices.  See A.57. 
 
 
Q. 57. If you do not agree with the above preliminary view of ComReg, do 
you agree or disagree that any proposed changes to regulatory asset lives are 
implemented by a “glide path” rather than immediate implementation from 
the date of the direction? If such an approach were adopted do you believe 
one to two years is a reasonable period. Please explain in detail your 
response.  
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A.57. It would seem reasonable that if ComReg is to make a decision on 
asset lives that impacts costs via depreciation then it should be implemented 
immediately. This does not imply that any prices should change immediately 
however.  The concept of the “glide path” is normally applied to prices, if it is 
felt that an instantaneous change to prices would produce an undue shock in 
the market.  Prices would follow the “glide path” to the future level of costs, 
while costs would have changed immediately.   
 
 
Q. 58. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 
the impact of the introduction of NGN, from an Irish regulatory asset life 
context, is greatly reduced? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.58.   
 
 
Q. 59. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that NGN assets be 
accounted for separately and that the related accounting policies should be 
disclosed separately? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.59.  BT agrees.  The timing and extent to which NGN investment becomes 
part of the regulatory cost base can be a contentious issue.  ComReg will 
need access to distinct information on NGN investment in order to inform such 
views.  
 
 
Q. 60. Do you believe that once the movement and extent of NGN becomes 
clearer that ComReg should review the regulatory asset lives of those assets 
separate to this consultation? Please explain in detail your response. 
 
A.60.  BT agrees.  Some existing assets may be replaced entirely by NGN 
investments, some services may be provided in a very different manner.  
Asset lives are a key factor in determining regulatory costs. How this should 
be taken into account is likely to be highly case specific. 
 
 
Q. 61. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the 
proposed direction is proportionate and justified and also to offer views on 
other factors (if any) ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory 
Impact Assessment? Please explain in detail your response.  
 
A.61.  BT agrees with the proposed direction and agrees that it is 
proportionate. 
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Q. 62. Respondents are request to provide their detailed views from a 
commercial, practical and legal perspective in relation to the Draft Decision 
Instrument. 
 
A.62.   BT has no further comments to add. 
 
 

end 
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Q. 1. Do you agree or disagree that it is appropriate for ComReg to 
undertake this review at this time? Please explain in detail your response  
Yes it is appropriate to undertake a review at this time for the reasons set out in 

the consultation paper. 
 
Q. 2. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion above 

taking into account the views of RGL? Please explain in detail your response. 
There is agreement with ComRegs preliminary conclusion, that the calculation of 
an economic depreciation charge is not feasible, for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 3. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion that 

the Eircom’s fixed asset register (in an equivalent form to that received as 
part of this consultation process) should be submitted annually to ComReg at 
the same time as the due date for submission of the HCAs to ComReg? Please 

explain in detail your response.  
Yes, it is agreed that Eircom’s Fixed Asset Register should be submitted annually, 
for reasons set out in the consultation paper. 

 
Q. 4. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
customer sited DSL equipment? Please explain in detail your response 

It is agreed that customer sited DSL equipment should have a shorter asset life 
than 6 years, and that 4 years is more appropriate.  
 

Q. 5. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited Data, Ethernet and IP terminating equipment? Please explain 
in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 6. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited transmission terminating equipment? Please explain in detail 
your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 7. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited application capability equipment? Please explain in detail your 

response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 8. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
poles? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
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Q. 9. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 10. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 
duct, roadway, and footway boxes? Please explain in detail your response. 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 11. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg’s preliminary conclusion that 

it is likely that the rollout of NGN will also use the same ducts to provide 
services extending the lives of ducts, and associated civil works even further? 
Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with ComReg’s preliminary conclusion regarding the 
rollout of NGN, for reasons set out in the consultation paper. 
 

Q. 12. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 
overhead cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 

Q. 13. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
both underground cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response. 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 14. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 

equipment associated with the maintenance of cables? Please explain in detail 
your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 15. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 

active equipment including DSLAMs, MSAN’s in exchanges or other 
conditioned areas? Please explain in detail your response 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 16. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of a regulatory asset 

life of 8 years for switching: line terminals? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 17. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 20 years for 

pair gains systems, 10 years for radio access and 8 years for antennae? 
Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
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Q. 18. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 

the regulatory asset lives of the physical assets, common between both the 
core and access networks should be the same? Please explain in detail your 
response.  

Yes, there is agreement with ComReg’s preliminary conclusions regarding the 
regulatory asset lives of the physical assets, for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 19. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
poles? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 20. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 21. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 

duct, roadway, and footway boxes? Please explain in detail your response 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 22. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 

overhead cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 23. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
underground cables and fibre? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 24. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 11 years for 
transmission equipment less than 155 M/bits? Please explain in detail your 
response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 25. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 11 years for 
transmission equipment greater than or equal to 155 M/bits? Please explain 
in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 26. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 9 years for 
international satellite equipment? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
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Q. 27. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 

submarine transmission equipment and 15 years for submarine cable? Please 
explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 28. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 

regulatory asset life of 6 years for IP and Internet router hardware? Please 
explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 29. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 

Ethernet: Transport and switch equipment? Please explain in detail your 
response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 30. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 6 years for 

ATM Frame relay equipment? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 31. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 

the “MARTIS” system and 6 years for other data equipment? Please explain in 
detail your response. Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for 
reasons set out in the consultation paper. 

 
Q. 32. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 10 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch hardware (excluding line terminals)? Please explain in detail 

your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 33. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch software? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 34. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
custom hardware and applications? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 35. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 5 years for 

server hardware? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 



Magnet Networks  Non Confidential Version 

Q. 36. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
Applications and OS? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 37. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for network management systems of 4, data and traffic 
management systems of 5 years and OPS support systems of 9 years? Please 

explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 38. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives for specific test 
equipment of 5 years, miscellaneous test equipment of 11 years and line 

testing equipment of 20 years? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 39. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the non 
depreciation for land freehold and land leasehold for regulatory purposes? 

Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with the maintenance of non depreciation for land 

freehold, and land leasehold, for regulatory purposes, for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 40. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for exchange buildings of 40 years? Please explain in 
detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 41. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for buildings fixtures and fittings and security equipment 
of 5 years? Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 42. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for phone and internet kiosks of 8 years? Please explain 
in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 43. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives AC/DC power equipment and air conditioning of 5 years 
for fixtures and fittings, 17 years for electrical equipment and 22 years for 

power? Please explain in detail your response 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
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Q. 44. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for generators of 25 years? Please explain in detail your 

response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 45. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for standard 
vehicles (cars, vans and trucks) of 6 years? Please explain in detail your 

response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 46. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for specially 
fitted out vehicles of 6 years? Please explain in detail your response 

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 47. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
P.C.’s and miscellaneous hardware and 5 years for ancillary equipment? 
Please explain in detail your response.  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 48. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for IT 
networking equipment? Please explain in detail your response  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 49. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
bespoke, specialised or in-house developed software and 3 years for “off the 
shelf” packages? Please explain in detail your response  

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

Q. 50. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
furniture? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 

consultation paper. 
 
Q. 51. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 

PCs and server hardware? Please explain in detail your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 52. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
PCs and server software? Please explain in detail your response 

Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 
 

 



Magnet Networks  Non Confidential Version 

Q. 53. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the regulatory 
asset life of 4 years for other electrical equipment? Please explain in detail 

your response.  
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 54. Do you agree or disagree that the regulatory asset lives of licences 
and intellectual property rights should be for the duration of licences, 

copyrights, or agreements? Please explain in detail your response 
Yes, there is agreement with this regulatory asset life for reasons set out in the 
consultation paper. 

 
Q. 55. Are there any other issues or assets which should be taken into 
consideration when assessing the regulatory asset lives of a fixed line 

telecommunications operator? Please explain in detail your response.  
The issues and assets already discussed sufficiently cover any considerations in 
assessing the regulatory asset lives of a fixed line telecommunications operator. 

 
Q. 56. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg's proposal that all amended 
regulatory asset lives be implemented with immediate effect from the date of 

a ComReg decision? Please explain in detail your response. 
Answer is private and confidential 

 
Q. 57. If you do not agree with the above preliminary view of ComReg, do 
you agree or disagree that any proposed changes to regulatory asset lives are 

implemented by a “glide path” rather than immediate implementation from 
the date of the direction? If such an approach were adopted do you believe 
one to two years is a reasonable period. Please explain in detail your 

response.  
Answer is private and confidential 
 

Q. 58. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 
the impact of the introduction of NGN, from an Irish regulatory asset life 
context, is greatly reduced? Please explain in detail your response.  

There is agreement with ComReg’s preliminary conclusions. 
 
Q. 59. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that NGN assets be 

accounted for separately and that the related accounting policies should be 
disclosed separately? Please explain in detail your response.  
There is agreement with ComReg’s proposal. 

 
Q. 60. Do you believe that once the movement and extent of NGN becomes 
clearer that ComReg should review the regulatory asset lives of those assets 

separate to this consultation? Please explain in detail your response 
Once the movement and extent of NGN becomes clearer, ComReg should review 
the regulatory asset lives of those assets.  

 
 
 

Q. 61. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the 
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proposed direction is proportionate and justified and also to offer views on 
other factors (if any) ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory 

Impact Assessment? Please explain in detail your response.  
The proposed direction is proportionate and justified. ComReg has sufficiently covered 

material factors in completing its Regulatory Impact Assessment. 

 

Q. 62. Respondents are request to provide their detailed views from a commercial, 

practical and legal perspective in relation to the Draft Decision Instrument.  
No further commentary to add. 
 

 
~ 
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Vodafone Response to the ComReg Consultation and Draft 
Decision on the Review of the Regulatory Asset Lives of Eircom 
Limited – Document No. 09/11 

 

 

 

Introduction 
 
Vodafone welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation on the Review of the 
Regulatory Asset Lives of Eircom. Our views on ComReg’s proposals and draft decision 
are set out fully in response to the consultation questions below. 
 
 
 
Response to Consultation Questions 
 
Q. 1. Do you agree or disagree that it is appropriate for ComReg to undertake this 
review at this time?  
 
 
In view of the time elapsed since the last review on the treatment of eircom’s regulatory 
asset lives, and the significant changes in technology in the intervening period, 
Vodafone agrees that it is appropriate for ComReg to undertake the review at this time. 
 
 
Q. 2. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion above 
taking into account the views of RGL?  
 
Vodafone agrees with ComReg’s preliminary conclusions taking into account the views 
of RGL. As was noted in this report, there appears to be no evidence to suggest that 
some of the major categories of assets (cables, ducts, poles) should have materially 
different economic useful lives (EULs) in Ireland when compared to countries with similar 
geographical and environmental conditions. Without such evidence, it is reasonable to 
align eircom’s treatment of assets lives against suitable benchmarks.  
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On the issue of the appropriate form of depreciation to employ, Vodafone agrees that the 
use of accounting depreciation rather than economic depreciation is appropriate in this 
case and should yield a reasonable outcome. While recognising the theoretical 
advantages of economic depreciation methods, Vodafone considers that the practical 
difficulties and the significant costs required to provide the information and allow analysis 
of economic depreciation make this approach inappropriate to implement in this case. 
 
 
Q. 3. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusion that 
the Eircom’s fixed asset register (in an equivalent form to that received as 
part of this consultation process) should be submitted annually to ComReg at 
the same time as the due date for submission of the HCAs to ComReg?  
 
To ensure consistency and transparency, Vodafone agrees that that eircom’s fixed asset 
register (as submitted as part of this consultation) should be submitted annually to 
ComReg. 
 
 
Q. 4. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
customer sited DSL equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 5. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited Data, Ethernet and IP terminating equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 6. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited transmission terminating equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 7. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
customer sited application capability equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
 
 
Q. 8. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
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poles?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 9. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 10. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 
duct, roadway, and footway boxes?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 11. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg’s preliminary conclusion that 
it is likely that the rollout of NGN will also use the same ducts to provide 
services extending the lives of ducts, and associated civil works even further? 
 
Vodafone agrees that the rollout of NGN will extend the lives of existing ducts and 
associated civil works. It is clear that for the foreseeable future, DSL will continue to be 
provided in many, if not most, locations using copper infrastructure in existing ducts. 
Even as fibre to the home (FTTH) becomes more prevalent, it is likely that existing ducts 
will continue to be utilised both within the core and local access networks. Vodafone also 
notes eircom’s publicly expressed intention to roll out NGN on an ‘overlay’ basis rather 
than replacing existing infrastructure. We agree with ComReg’s view that new 
infrastructure will be rolled out only gradually and that existing services will continue to 
be provided using the existing asset base.  
 
 
Q. 12. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 
overhead cables and fibre?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 13. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
both underground cables and fibre? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
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Q. 14. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
equipment associated with the maintenance of cables?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 15. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 8 years for 
active equipment including DSLAMs, MSAN’s in exchanges or other 
conditioned areas? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 16. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of a regulatory asset 
life of 8 years for switching: line terminals?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 17. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 20 years for 
  gains systems, 10 years for radio access and 8 years for antennae? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
 
Q. 18. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 
the regulatory asset lives of the physical assets, common between both the 
core and access networks should be the same?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 19. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 30 years for 
poles?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 20. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 35 years for 
towers?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
Q. 21. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 40 years for 
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duct, roadway, and footway boxes?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 22. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 15 years for 
overhead cables and fibre?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 23. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 20 years for 
underground cables and fibre?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 24. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 11 years for 
transmission equipment less than 155 M/bits?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 25. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 11 years for 
transmission equipment greater than or equal to 155 M/bits?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 26. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 9 years for 
international satellite equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 27. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 
submarine transmission equipment and 15 years for submarine cable? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 28. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset life of 6 years for IP and Internet router hardware?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
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Q. 29. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
Ethernet: Transport and switch equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 30. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 6 years for 
ATM Frame relay equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 31. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 9 years for 
the “MARTIS” system and 6 years for other data equipment?  
 
Although Vodafone sets a regulatory asset life of 8 years for “Martis” systems, we agree 
that 9 years is reasonable in the case of eircom. Vodafone agrees that 6 years is 
appropriate for other data equipment. 
 
 
Q. 32. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 10 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch hardware (excluding line terminals 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 33. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
class 4 / 5 switch software?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 34. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
custom hardware and applications?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 35. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives of 5 years for 
server hardware?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
 
Q. 36. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for 
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Applications and OS?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 37. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for network management systems of 4, data and traffic 
management systems of 5 years and OPS support systems of 9 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 38. Do you agree or disagree with regulatory asset lives for specific test 
equipment of 5 years, miscellaneous test equipment of 11 years and line 
testing equipment of 20 years?  
 
Vodafone sets a life of 4 years for specific test equipment and does not differentiate for 
miscellaneous equipment. On this basis, an asset life of 5 years for specific test 
equipment is reasonable. Setting line testing equipment asset lives at 20 years is 
appropriate due to the unchanging nature of the technology that requires testing. 
 
 
Q. 39. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the non 
depreciation for land freehold and land leasehold for regulatory purposes? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 40. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for exchange buildings of 40 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 41. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for buildings fixtures and fittings and security equipment 
of 5 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 42. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for phone and internet kiosks of 8 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
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Q. 43. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives AC/DC power equipment and air conditioning of 5 years 
for fixtures and fittings, 17 years for electrical equipment and 22 years for 
power?  
 
Vodafone agrees 
 
 
Q. 44. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the existing 
regulatory asset lives for generators of 25 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 45. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for standard 
vehicles (cars, vans and trucks) of 6 years?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 46. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life for specially 
fitted out vehicles of 6 years? 
 
Vodafone agrees that 6 years (2 years over standard) is appropriate for specially fitted 
out vehicles. 
 
 
Q. 47. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
P.C.’s and miscellaneous hardware and 5 years for ancillary equipment? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 48. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 5 years for IT 
networking equipment? 
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
 Q. 49. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 6 years for 
bespoke, specialised or in-house developed software and 3 years for “off the 
shelf” packages?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
Q. 50. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
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furniture?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 51. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
PCs and server hardware?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 52. Do you agree or disagree with a regulatory asset life of 4 years for 
PCs and server software?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 53. Do you agree or disagree with the maintenance of the regulatory 
asset life of 4 years for other electrical equipment?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 54. Do you agree or disagree that the regulatory asset lives of licences 
and intellectual property rights should be for the duration of licences, 
copyrights, or agreements?  
 
Vodafone agrees. 
 
 
Q. 55. Are there any other issues or assets which should be taken into 
consideration when assessing the regulatory asset lives of a fixed line 
telecommunications operator?  
 
Vodafone considers the RGL report to be comprehensive in its treatment of eircom’s 
regulatory asset lives and in its consideration of the treatment of fixed assets in general. 
The information sources used and the benchmarks considered seem appropriate for this 
exercise. While Vodafone would have different treatment for some similar categories of 
asset, the difference in most cases is minor and, if implemented, would be unlikely to 
have a material effect on subsequent regulated prices. 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. 56. Do you agree or disagree with ComReg's proposal that all amended 
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regulatory asset lives be implemented with immediate effect from the date of 
a ComReg decision? 
 
Vodafone believe that in view on the considerable time that has elapsed since the last 
review, the amended asset lives should be implemented with effect from the date of a 
decision. If a glide path approach is implemented, it should be for a period no greater 
than one (1) year. 
 
 
Q. 57. If you do not agree with the above preliminary view of ComReg, do 
you agree or disagree that any proposed changes to regulatory asset lives are 
implemented by a “glide path” rather than immediate implementation from 
the date of the direction? If such an approach were adopted do you believe 
one to two years is a reasonable period.  
 
 
 
Q. 58. Do you agree or disagree with ComRegs preliminary conclusions that 
the impact of the introduction of NGN, from an Irish regulatory asset life 
context, is greatly reduced?  
 
Vodafone agree for the reasons set out by ComReg that the impact of NGN in the 
context of regulatory asset lives is greatly reduced. Until there is evidence of significant 
investment in new NGN infrastructure, this is likely to remain the case. 
 
 
Q. 59. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that NGN assets be 
accounted for separately and that the related accounting policies should be 
disclosed separately?  
 
 
Vodafone agrees that NGN assets should be accounted for separately once their 
deployment in the eircom network becomes material. It is vital that a sufficient level of 
transparency is available to ComReg to properly evaluate all cost categories, including 
depreciation charges, which impact the price of regulated products. The vital importance 
of NGN in the national context makes this obligation even more relevant and imperative. 
Vodafone recognises that the obligation is not costless but nevertheless believes it is 
necessary to ensure transparency, efficient pricing, and sustainable competition. 
 
 
Q. 60. Do you believe that once the movement and extent of NGN becomes 
clearer that ComReg should review the regulatory asset lives of those assets 
separate to this consultation?  
 
Vodafone agrees that once the dynamics of NGN deployment become clearer, ComReg 
should conduct a separate consultation on NGN assets. Vodafone further considers that 
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extensive information on the nature of the future NGA network of eircom will be a 
necessary requirement for ComReg to determine the optimal approach to all aspects 
relating to the regulation of next generation products and related markets (e.g. any next 
generation variants of existing Bitstream products in the Wholesale Broadband Access 
market). 
 
Vodafone believe that ComReg should consult on the details of all the regulatory 
obligations in respect of next generation access at the earliest opportunity once sufficient 
information on the nature of the plans of eircom for the next generation access network 
is obtained to allow the optimal approach to regulation to be determined. The key 
objective for ComReg in developing the detail of NGA product regulation must be to 
incentivise NGA investment which is as pro-competitive as possible. As no significant 
NGA infrastructure has been commercially deployed by eircom in the market to date, 
there is currently an outstanding opportunity to shape regulation so as to ensure that a 
NGA network is developed that maximises the prospects for successful competition by 
OAOs underpinned by their own significant investments in NGA network infrastructure 
elements. Sustainable infrastructure based competition will provide tangible benefits to 
the retail customers of all operators, especially in the medium to longer term, in terms of 
lower prices and enhanced variety and quality of communications services. 
 
Vodafone considers that the optimal regulatory approach to promote pro-competitive 
NGA investment should not treat all forms of such investment in the same way. Some 
forms of NGA investment, such as in cabinets which allow sufficient spare capacity for 
other operators to locate their equipment in them, offer far greater scope for 
infrastructure based competition than others. A pro-competitive approach must 
encourage those NGA investments that best facilitate competition in a cost effective 
manner and this can be achieved by ComReg making it clear that such investments will 
attract less intensive regulation than investments which restrict the scope for such 
competition. 
 
 
Q. 61. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the 
proposed direction is proportionate and justified and also to offer views on 
other factors (if any) ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory 
Impact Assessment?  
 
Vodafone believe that the proposed direction is proportionate and justified at this time. 
 
 
Q. 62. Respondents are request to provide their detailed views from a commercial, 
practical and legal perspective in relation to the Draft Decision Instrument. 
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Dear Sir/Madam 

IrelandOffline believes that the 62 questions in this report highlight the utter lack of 

effective regulation in Ireland during the time that Comreg and its predecessor have been 

in office. These should have been rightfully asked over 10 years ago. These questions are 

only now being asked  yet for the last ten years these have been included in the rationale 

(and economic model) for the exorbitant line rental charges. 

No effort has been made to analyse the costs associated with an efficient operator to date 

and to allow cost recovery associated with an efficient operator. Instead of this every 

attempt at obfuscation and obstruction by eircom is warmly indulged. 

Sadly we do not have concrete examples from operators in countries such as Finland and 

Sweden in this report. Their assets function much better under more extreme conditions, 

yet a pole is a pole and a wire is a wire. Weatherproofing is not rocket science. 

Therefore we propose to answer 2 questions only. Question 1 and Question 8  

Question 1  

We believe that this review should have been carried out 10 years ago. In the intervening 

period we have had to endure the worlds highest line rental. Comreg has had no proper 

model of the cost of effectively provisioning of a phone line and of how to depreciate the 

assets allowing for prudent management of the asset base. 

Question 8  

We are delighted that Comreg, after 10 years in operation, has finally noticed that a 

Telephone Pole lasts 30 years. We agree with this analysis.  

We believe that a Pole lasted 30 years before privatisation  

We believe that a Pole lasted 30 years right though the LLU Process and the 

publication of the ARO and of LLU Costs. 

We believe that this was the case when the highest line rental in the world was first 

introduced in Ireland in 2003. 

We believe that this was still the case when the highest line rental in the world 

increased in 2007.   

We believe that Comreg have analysed the Pole issue comprehensive and correctly and as 

follows, 

"4.19 Poles 

4.19.1 ComReg considers poles include poles to carry overhead copper, co-axial or 

fibre cables. 

4.19.2 Poles are constructed to accommodate different types of aerial cable and cable 

technologies over time. This enables them to be reused. 
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4.19.3 ComReg understands that many timber poles, which are the predominant type 

of pole in Eircoms network, can have a useful life in excess of 50 years, when 

properly maintained. 

4.19.4 P.D.M. Limited of Kill, Co. Kildare, which supply poles to telecommunication 

companies state on their website
8
 that: 

“There are many instances of Creosoted Timber structures and Wood Poles 

still giving good service after 100 years in ground contact. In Ireland, the 

E.S.B. has used 1,250,000 pressure treated creosoted Transmission Poles in the 

Rural Electrification Scheme since 1947 and replacement has hardly 

commenced: Over 100,000 poles erected prior to 1947 are still in use. Eircom 

have over 1,000,000 Creosoted Telegraph Poles standing in Ireland and of 

these more than 100,000 installed prior to 1930 are still giving good service. “ 

4.19.5 A reference from the North American Wood Pole Council
9
 article “Wood 

Poles: How long do they last” states that: 

“Currently, most utilities assume a 30 to 40 year life expectancy for wood 

poles but utility experience indicates that actual life of properly produced and 

maintained wood poles is significantly longer – certainly approaching 75 or 

more years service” 

8 www.pdm.ie (extracted 13 February 2009) 

9 www.woodpoles.org (extracted 13 February 2009) 
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4.19.6 However given the climatic conditions in Ireland and the increased tendency to 

replace overhead infrastructure (i.e. poles) with underground infrastructure 

(i.e. ducts and trenches), ComReg considers, the service life of a pole in 

Ireland could be less. 

4.19.7 The existing regulatory asset life for poles in the access network is 15 years. 

An investigation of Eircoms fixed asset register would indicate the presence of 

poles which were installed pre 1993, are now fully depreciated but are still 

recorded. ComReg is of the opinion that the current assumed useful economic 

life of 15 years is too short. 

4.19.8 ComReg’s preliminary conclusion recommends a regulatory asset life of 30 

years for poles, a doubling of the length of the current regulatory asset life. As 

described above timber poles can have a useful life in excess of 50 years. 

ComReg is of the opinion that given Ireland’s climatic conditions that 50 years 

would be excessive. It is of the view that 30 years strikes an appropriate 

balance between the existing regulatory life of 15 years and 50 years." 

  

 

 

--  

IrelandOffline 
info@irelandoffline.org 
http://irelandoffline.org 

 

http://www.pdm.ie/
http://www.woodpoles.org/
mailto:info@irelandoffline.org
http://irelandoffline.org/



