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Response to the ECTEL consultation regarding the recommendation for

market competition assessment methodology

The NTRC of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines has reviewed the consultation
document regarding the recommendation for market competition assessment

methodology, and below are our comments and recommendations.

1. It seems that this tool will only be relevant if the new EC bill becomes law in
the ECTEL states. A question that can be asked is what will be the tool (plan
B) to be used if the EC bill does not become law in the ECTEL member states?

2. Section 1.2. page 3 of the document refers to and relates to the issue of
“effective competition” however we are not seeing a definition being given to
what is effective competition in a market. Is it a situation that once the three
criteria areas listed under this section are not met, we assume the market is
competitive? What is considered a high barrier to entry in a market? How can
one measure this objectively? Is it a barrier seen by a global player who can
afford to enter but sees a mature market with little room for growth or market
size too small to impact their bottom line? Or is it barrier seen by a local or
regional startup who has little capital but wishes to disrupt the market with a

new product?

3. Page 3-5 — Section 1: The framework does not explicitly state what is the

ultimate objective of the methodology?

1. Promoting sustainable competition?
ii.  Protecting end users?

iii.  Encouraging investment?



3.

iv.  Ensuring regional harmonisation?

We have a tendency of using the term “best practice” from large develop
markets to guide regulatory processes in small and sometimes mature
markets. Our NTRC is of the view we must be careful with this approach
noting our peculiar situation in the Caribbean and the rapid pace of
technological changes.

Page 5. Q 1. Our NTRC is concerned with the three criteria tests within our
particular case with two service providers and small markets. Specifically,
how can we define what is high and persistent barriers to entry? Also, what is
lack of market development towards effective competition? We believe our
objective is to ensure that whatever prices are offered to consumers should be
fair. Both from a service provider standpoint and from a consumer standpoint.
This is what is envisioned by a competitive market. It lets consumers receive
the best possible price for a service while allowing an efficient service
provider to remain in business (make a reasonable return on investment).
Every country will have a different cost/risk of doing business which will
affect retail prices in that country. Our proposal is for ECTEL to consider
doing real-time costing models (either with local data or by bench marking)
of our services that will give a retail price that is fair and reflect a competitive
market. If a service provider, then exceeds a certain range of this price (either
higher or lower) then the regulator should intervene. It’s a more objective and
practical system than what is being proposed in this consultation document. It
will also prevent predatory pricing by dominant providers.

We must be practical in our regulatory tools to achieve our objectives and not

try to apply tools that may arrive at the same result but will involve more



resources (financial and human). This point (limited regulatory resources) is
even highlighted in section 2.10 on page 22.

. Pages 7-28 — Section 2: The methodology heavily mirrors European
Commission approaches. ECTEL Member States are small island developing
states, highly concentrated markets, limited economies of scale and often
duopolies. The document does not sufficiently address whether EU-style
granular market segmentation is always appropriate and whether over-

segmentation risks artificial market definition.

We also have to be careful when referencing the term “best practice”. Is best
practice something that never changes? How did it become a best practice?
Does this prevent a new process from becoming a new best practice? Can we
use Al tools to create a new best practice in 2026 instead of trying to apply a
best practice from large, developed countries that was created 5 or more years
ago? For example, our NTRC is of the view we can use Al tools to assess the
market for competitiveness in a more objective manner once we provide the
right prompts etc. Annex A below is the results of a simple prompt which
gives a fair picture of our market and as seen Al uses a benchmarking
approach, with more focused prompts and additional data we believe Al tools
can play a substantive role in assessing the competitive landscapes of our
ECTEL states and also assisting our regulatory teams with possible solutions.
The prompt that was used. If St. Vincent and the Grenadines was to be
considered a competitive telecom market space what should be the monthly
cost in US dollars for the following services: 1. Mobile postpaid 2. Broadband
internet. You can also outline the broadband speed that should be delivered

for the price you provide.
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10.

11.

12.

The statement made in the third paragraph on page 15 of the consultation
document in relation to the view that “OTT services are typically
characterized by lower quality of service”. This is a statement that has been
made for many years which may have been made initially on some research
data but which we believe no longer holds weight and should not be stated as
fact unless some new study is reference. OTT uses IP technology. Legacy
fixed land line services did not use IP. However, fixed landline services now
use [P and IP voice technology is more mature than hitherto too. Further the
conclusion made in the last paragraph of page 15 that TaTT concluded OTT
could not form part of the same market as domestic voice services can be
disputed. What then is the reason for the large reduction in fixed landline
subscribers in our markets? Yes, it’s the mobile phone but mobile phones were
around for a long time. It’s the reduction in the price of calls on a mobile
phone coupled with most calls on mobile phones being made over OTT
services. This has led to consumers deciding that mobile phones using OTT
is a substitute for fixed landline services.

Are there other models available in arriving at competitive situation in a
country? Was a cost benefit analysis done as to which model would be better
for the ECTEL states?

Question that should be asked. Can a duopoly market be competitive? If no,
why are we spending time on this assessment methodology noting our markets
are mainly duopolies?

SSNIP Test — Practical Feasibility (Pages 13—16). The SSNIP framework is
well explained, but ECTEL/NTRCs may not have: Robust elasticity data,
Reliable cost data or Sufficient price variation history. In small markets, price
changes are infrequent. The document acknowledges limitations but still

structurally centers SSNIP.
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14.

15.

Page 20. Section 2.8 The default assumption in electronic communications
regulation is that markets are national. While a national definition is standard,
St. Vincent and the Grenadines is a multi-island state. The methodology
allows for regional/locational variations but assumes national consistency.
There are differences in infrastructure between St. Vincent and the smaller
Grenadine islands which could mean that "national" remedies for St. Vincent
are not suitable for the Grenadine islands. The Grenadines could constitute a

separate sub-market.

In the case study listed on page 34. The conclusion made by this regulator can
be deemed very subjective. They came to the view that ex ante regulation was
not needed in a market moving from three players to two (which is clearly a
less competitive market) because there is potential for a new entrant to enter
the market. Potential is something that may occur but there is no guarantee of
occurring. It can also be fair to assume that the market was not competitive
with three players and that was the reason why two of the service providers
had to merge. The fact being used that the incumbent moving from 71% to
51% does not provide evidence of competition. It only suggests evidence of a
monopoly moving to a duopoly. Similar situation would have been seen in
SVG during the period 2003 to present. Our country went from a monopoly
to three mobile providers then to a duopoly. ECTEL created MVNO licenses
over a decade ago, but we have not seen a single MVNO come to our market.
Section 5 page 53. Most of the remedies relate to wholesale markets. This
needs to be changed. Remedies need to address the retail side and consumer
facing side. We have seen over the years wholesale rates for mobile
termination in the ECTEL states are regulated via interconnection agreements

and where these rates have reduced substantially over the last two decades but



where the retail rates which relate directly to these regulated wholesale rates
and which the consumer has to pay has gone in the opposite direction. They

have increased over the last two decades.

Conclusion:

Our NTRC is of the view that this methodology set out in the consultation document
is too complicated and resource demanding for our region. We should seek to use a
more practical approach to achieve the objectives of a competitive market that can
incorporate the use of Al tools and benchmarking. We must be clear on the objective
we are trying to accomplish and then see the most practical and cost-effect approach

in getting it done while considering our human and financial constraints.

Recommendations:

A. Add a short section in 1.2 clearly stating the policy objectives guiding the
framework. Without this, stakeholders may question how decisions will
balance competition vs. investment, retail vs. wholesale regulation and small
market realities vs. theoretical EU benchmarks.

B. Add a contextual section explaining how EU principles are adapted to small-
island conditions and whether presumptions (e.g., national geographic
markets) will be standard.

C. Explicitly state that SSNIP is conceptual, not mandatory and qualitative
evidence may be sufficient in small markets. Otherwise, licensees may
challenge decisions for lack of quantitative testing.

D. Explore the feasibility of other market assessment tools including those based

on Al along with benchmarking.



Annex A
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