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1. Introduction

In line with RAIOs elsewhere, Omantel’s Second Draft RAIO contains a number

of provisions setting out the maximum period of time a Requesting Party may

need to wait for a new A&I service to be delivered, after it has placed its order. To

promote efficient and fair downstream competition, it is important that these

timeframes are reasonable (i.e., not unduly long) and do not favour the Providing

Party’s own downstream business. The TRA has therefore reviewed the

timeframes proposed by Omantel in the Second Draft RAIO and sets out in this

Annex its findings and decision.

2. TRA’s Position

In reaching its final position, the TRA has considered each of the proposed
timescales referred to in the draft RAIO documents. In doing so, it considered the
full text of representations made by Omantel and commenting parties, the practice
quoted by respondents, the impact of each proposal on Omantel as well as on the
party seeking the relevant product or service and where appropriate, the impact of
the proposed delivery time on the Requesting Party’s end customers. For the
avoidance of doubt, this includes submissions made to the TRA during and
tollowing the industry meetings held by the TRA from 6t to 8 March 2017.

These submissions are presented below in summary form. Specific proposals
made by each party, together with the TRA’s final decision on appropriate delivery
times and so on, are then set out in Table 1.1. The fact that some of the
representations may not be summarised here does not mean that the TRA has not
considered fully the comment in question. In addition, this Annex does not
include any information or submission which the comment’s author has identified
as confidential. The TRA, in considering any such information, has also taken into
account the fact that other parties have not been able to comment on confidential
submissions.

3. Industry Comments

The comments below were made in addition to any representations made during
the initial consultation process issued by the TRA in August 2016.! For the
avoidance of doubt, these have also been considered by the TRA in its review of
Omantel’s proposed service delivery times.

3.1 Omantel

During the industry meeting, Omantel explained that the delivery times set out in
its Second Draft RAIO are based on its assessment of the time required to
undertake the internal processes underlying each required task, whilst also taking
into account benchmarks from RAIOs elsewhere and the industry’s feedback on
Omantel’s First Draft RAIO.

1 “Review of Draft Reference Access and Interconnection Offers (RAIOs) - Public Consultation on Omantel’s
and Ooredoo’s Draft RAIOs”, August 2016.
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Omantel stressed that applying benchmarks to delivery times requires careful
consideration of the underlying end-to-end delivery processes and wider context
of the benchmarks (i.e. in terms of market environment),> to ensure that such
benchmarking is done on a like-for-like basis. Omantel further elaborated on this
point as part of its written submission after the meeting.?

Omantel further noted that it often takes 15-20 days for the Providing Party and
Requesting Party to agree what is actually needed, which is followed by several
days of testing (i.e., 6-7 days). In Omantel’s view, this needs to be taken into
account when setting and/ or reviewing delivery times.

Based on its own benchmarking exercise, mostly focusing on Batelco (Bahrain)
and BT (UK),* Omantel considered its proposed delivery times for the local loop
unbundling service (LLU), terminating segments of leased lines and the wholesale
transmission service are in line with (or quicker than) those in Bahrain and the
UK. For example, according to Omantel, end-to-end delivery times for LLU
services are six months in the UK and 120 days in Bahrain. Similarly, Batelco’s
delivery time for Wholesale Local Access services is 22-72 working days.

As part of its written submission, Omantel confirmed that it will prepare flow
diagrams for all ordering and delivery process as part of the Joint Manual. This
Manual will be prepared jointly with the industry and approved by the TRA.

3.2TeO

During the industry meeting, TeO stated that it had benchmarked Omantel’s
proposals against RAIOs in Bahrain and Europe and that based on this, it
concluded that the delivery times set out in Omantel’s Second Draft RAIO were
too high. TeO supported this viewpoint with its submissions before and after the
meeting (see Table 1.1). Whilst TeO agreed that all benchmarking needed to be
conducted carefully, it stated that all benchmarked service delivery times it
provided referred to the end-to-end process, from service ordering to the hand-
over of the service to the Requesting Party. As part of its written submission, TeO
turther disagreed with Omantel’s claim that the size and population of a country
should impact the A&I service delivery times, arguing that European benchmarks
disproved Omantel’s point.

In TeO’s view, the delivery times for each individual service need to be defined
separately, rather than referring to generic delivery times (as done by Omantel for
certain tasks within the overall delivery process for its A&I services). It considers
it important that these service-specific delivery times include all activities from

2 During its presentation (and subsequent written submission), Omantel stressed that Batelco in Bahrain was
facing a very different operating environment (in terms of population, population density and size of the
country). In addition, it pointed out that Batelco has also gone through several revisions to its RAIO. In
Omantel’s view, these factors limit the extent to which Batelco’s RAIO can be used as a benchmark for Oman.

3 For example, as part of its written submission, Omantel stated that the RAIOs of Batelco and BT both have
additional timelines and processes for testing in the Joint Working Manual, which are not included in the
Service Annexes. However, Omantel’s service delivery timelines include the testing process.

4 Omantel presented its key findings during the industry meeting and shared the presented slides with the TRA
after the meeting.



\1/
X 74

Dled Ulates ULVl oubsii Qb
Sultanate of Oman Telecommunications Regulatory Authority
when the order is received (correctly) from the Requesting Party, to the service
being provisioned and handed over to Requesting Party. As such, it felt there was
no need for Omantel to refer in its RAIO to an additional generic service ordering
process, with order acknowledgments, since this should be included in the service-
specific delivery times, where applicable.

TeO focused its comments on service specific delivery times on those A&I
services which are directly used in the provision of retail services (such as,
Wholesale Line Rental, bitstream and Carrier (pre)selection services). In TeO’s
view, the efficient delivery of these services is critical if it is to be able to compete
with Omantel in the relevant downstream retail market. It therefore considers that
these services should be the focus of the TRA’s review.

TeO also recommended that Omantel’s proposed delivery times and provisioning
processes for these “retail-related” A&I services should be compared to the
Mobile Number Portability (MNP) process implemented by the same parties. This
is because it considers that the two processes are similar, with the agreed process
for MNP proving that both operators are fully capable of implementing an
efficient retail-oriented provisioning and service delivery process.

Further, TeO argued that in order to offer an efficient service delivery process, it
is important that the Providing Party implement a “professional” planning and
stock management process for A&I service related equipment, to avoid delays in
the delivery process due to the need to (re)order equipment.?

As part of its written submission, TeO further commented on the individual
process steps required to deliver an LLU service, in order to illustrate that,
according to TeO, it is possible to deliver the LLU service on a per customer basis
within the five (5) working days. However, TeO acknowledged that for customers
who are not connected to the Omantel network the LLU process might take
longer, since the line may have to be tested end-to-end by Omantel before being
patched across to the Requesting Party. Hence, according to TeO, adding a
turther 3-5 working days to the above process would seem reasonable for these
customers.

3.3 Other Licensees

All other licensees provided only limited comments on this matter during the

industry meeting or as part of their written comments after the meeting. (See
Table 1.1)

For example, during the meeting, Ooredoo stressed the need to consider the
internal processes required to provide each service. As such, Requesting Parties
should plan their service requests, as most services are not time critical (i.e., not
client facing).

In TeO’s view, out-of-stock situations should only occur in situations when access seekers' corresponding
forecasts are exceeded or multiple orders are received unexpectedly at the same time.

4
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As part of its written response, Renna agreed with the delivery timelines suggested
by Omantel. Connect Arabia and Friendi also had limited comments on the
proposed delivery times, mostly stating that Omantel should also specify a delivery
time for its National Roaming services. Whilst Omantel had stated that this was
not possible, Connect Arabia and Friendi both felt that it should be, as setting up
a national roaming agreement should be similar to setting up an international
roaming partnet.

4. Decision

The TRA, in reaching its decision has taken into account the provisions of the
Telecommunications Law and of the relevant regulatory instruments, including in
particular the Access and Interconnection Regulation and the applicable principles
therein.

In reviewing all representations made as part of the review process of the First
and Second Draft RAIOs, and determining the appropriate delivery times where
the proposals of the individual service providers differ, the TRA has considered
the following factors:®

(a) the practice quoted by Omantel based on its experience in delivering the
relevant A&I services in Oman,

(b) the feasibility for Omantel to meet the proposed and revised delivery
times, taking into account the process steps within the overall delivery
process and the expected resources needed to deliver the specific product
or service,

(c) the fact that although this is the first time that Omantel has to provide
several of the A&I services, and that it is therefore likely to need to
develop new processes for these services, these services are in general well
established in other jurisdictions, thus meaning that any necessary support
for Omantel from equipment and systems suppliers is likely to be available,

(d) the impact on the development of efficient and sustainable downstream
competition from the proposed delivery times,

(e) the need to differentiate between the timeframes required for initial system
set-up processes for some A&I services (which can be complex) and the
activation of services for individual customers or the routine expansion of
capacity or traffic,

(f) that A&I services which are subject to the monthly forecasting process set
out in Annex F of Omantel’s RAIO should be delivered within the normal
monthly delivery cycle (i.e., 10 — 20 working days), and

(2) the fact that the RAIO will be subject to continuous improvement.

Therefore, the TRA hereby requires Omantel, in preparing its Final Draft RAIO,
to make the amendments in its Second Draft RAIO so that all delivery timescales
are in line with the Table 1.1. All references to days shall mean working days save

6 Note that these factors are not expressed in order of importance.

5
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for the provisions relating to dealing with emergencies, whereby the days shall be
calendar days.

In some cases, the TRA’s Decision provides a range for the reasonable service
delivery time. This is because the TRA recognises that, for these services,
individual delivery times could vary significantly due to circumstance and it would
therefore not expect all service orders to be fulfilled only at the maximum number
of days allowed. The TRA will monitor future delivery times and if necessary,
intervene to reduce the maximum delivery time-frame. As part of this, the TRA
could consider the possibility of setting a two-part service delivery obligation, for
example requiring a proportion of all orders to be met within less days than
allowed under the maximum allowable delivery times.

The TRA further notes and considers helpful Omantel’s proposal to develop flow
charts on the end-to-end ordering and delivery process for each A&l service (both
in terms of overall process steps and timeframes for executing each process step)
as part of the Joint Working Manual, which will be prepared in cooperation with
the industry over the coming months.



Service Delivery Times - Omantel

Table 1.1

The comments/ responses provided by commenting parties during the consultation on the draft RAIO, including the submissions following the industry meeting, have not been presented below. However, the TRA has considered the full text of the representations and the fact that these representations are not presented here does not mean that the TRA has not fully considered the comment in question. In addition, this table does not include any information or submission that has been identified by the
comment author as confidential. The TRA, in considering any such information, has also taken into account the fact that other parties have not be able to comment on confidential submissions.

Omantel's Proposal TeO Friendi Renna Connect Arabia TRA
Ite q
m A&I Service RAIO Reference Explanation Explanation Explanation
2nd Draft RAIO Proposal Explanation /supporting Proposal /supporting Proposal planatio Proposal /supporting Final Decision Explanation
* © /supporting evidence A
evidence evidence
General
Existing services
1 Issue Ordcf Acknowledgement (OA) Clause 3.1, Annex H |2 working days after receiving Submitted Order (SO) OIT, in gcjm:ral as maximum time, but should be included in the service OK 2 days OK Z wor!ung days after receiving
to Requesting Party ’ delivery times specified for each service below. 7 Submitted Order (SO)
2 Issue Dehve.ry Order Offer (DOO) to Cibwe B3, Avires 1 |5 srasiitng dlags e @A, OK, in getneral as/maximum time, bu,t should be included in the service OK 5 days OK 5 etz dys s O
the Requesting Party delivery times specified for each service below. ’ ’
_ _ _ _ In principle, the proposed timings appear reasonable as a maximum time period (except for
3 Issue chuvmt [}Ckr?()WICdgcmcm ®2) Clause 4.1, Annex H |2 working days after receiving request O'T’ i Vgcjm:ral A maximum tme, but should be included in the service OK 2 days OK 2 working days after receiving request |item 7). However, given that the timings are likely to depend on the complexity of the
to Requesting Party delivery times specified for each service below. activity / service to be delivered, these should be specific times for each A&I services. As
Specify additional inf Rk q OK.i 1 . ime. but should be included in th E such these are acceptable by the TRA for the time being, however Omantel as part of its
o |yt emm@mmet || g 4.2, Annex H |2 weeks after sending RA I general as maximum time, but should be included in the service OK 2 weeks OK 2 weeks after sending RA proposals it has stated that it shall prepare step-by-step ordering and delivery process
to process request delivery times specified for each service below. di ¢ for cach A& service (ic. coveri o N o .
iagrams for cach A&l service (i.c. covering the end-to-end process). Thus these should be
e . . . . . s i s e Al incorporated and made specific by Omantel in the-flow charts on each end-to-end process
5 |Issue Notification of Delivery (ND) Clause 5.3, Annex H |3 working days after delivering and testing the service ()B’ n gLanral A maximum tme, buvt should be included in the service OK n/a OK 3 Wf)rl\mg da)s‘aﬁu delivering and that it shall develop as part of the Joint Working Manuals which will be prepared in
’ 7 © delivery times specified for each service below. testing the service ‘ N > n N g
cooperation with the industry over the coming months and will require TRA-approval.
Issue Notification of non-compliance | . - . . . OK, in general as maximum time, but should be included in the service 3 working days after expiry of
8 of delivery (NCD) Qe 8, A 1 | S o Ay et ity ¢ Doy 1D D (DIDID) G NI delivery times specified for each service below. OK /2 OK Delivery Due Date (DDD) or ND
7 Cnrrcrct‘rhc delivery in case of receipt Clause 5.6, Annex H |7 working days ()lg in ggjncral a5 maximum time, buvt should be included in the service OK n/a OK 5 working days
of aNCD ’ delivery times specified for each service below. ’
Fixed Access Services
Wholesale Network Infrastructure Access at a Fixed Location
Assumed to be the time to patch the end-customer across to the RP's
MSAN, following a corresponding service order by the RP;
Benchmark: SingTel - 4 working days for the end-to-end process.
As part of its written submission, Teo commented on each process step The TRA recognises that per-customer activation is more challenging/time-consuming for
to illustrate that it seems fully possible to deliver the LLU service on a LLU services than for Resale Broadband and CCS/CPS or WLR, as rejumpering at remote
@smaif tvien @ vl ATSAN o Mesgssing Py NSAR per customer basis within the 5 w.orkmg d‘ays, in particularly if the .exchange sites is required. However, Qmantel s step-by-step process (p.ro\flde.d af.ter the
. . . . learnings from the MNP process is taken into account. Teo industry meeting) allowed for a lot of time to check and condition the line which is
Clause 6.1, Sub |45 working days - As part of its written response after the industry q c q e ) .
5 5 : p N o A 5 working days acknowledge that the LLU process for customers, who are not N/A No more than 10-20 working days commonly not the responsibility of the Access Provider. Instead the Access Provider
Annex CFA 01  [meeting, Omantel provided a detailed break-down of this ordering X . d - . . X
X connected to the Omantel network may take longer time than this since commonly only undertakes a brief resistance check (using automatic equipment). After
process and how many working days each process step takes. . X . . q e q —
the line may have to be tested end-to-end by Omantel before being handover, the Requesting Party then gets an opportunity to check the line in detail and if it
patched actoss to the Access Secker. Hence, adding 3-5 working days to fails to meet up with the expectation, the order can be reversed. Therefore the TRA is
the above process would seem reasonable. satisfied that 10 - 20 working days are adequate for these purposes.
Furthermore, since all other retail-related A&I services are easier to
provision than the LLU services, Teo's proposed 5 working days
delivery time also for these services seems very reasonable.
8 |Local Loop Unbundling (LLU)
The TRA is satisfied that 10-20 working days should be adequate to provide capacity on
existing links. Where capacity on the link is available, then adding extra circuit capacity
should be no different from any other capacity where a forecast has been provided, so 10-
20 working days (the regular monthly provision cycle) should be adequate. Even with the
longer times that can occur when capacity does need to be enhanced, the lead-time
provided by the advanced forecast should allow all but the major construction jobs to be
Clause 6.3, Sub . . . Assuming co-location space is available; this is assumed to cover the . programmed in. Once Omantel
Annex C FA 01 selliesp etz gl ez s A ety whole service setup at the LLU site I o e (i P AD et ey provides expressly for the provision of stand alone product of Interconnect Links then
LLU will only be the subject of initial provision of colocation and then per-customer
transfers. The management and enhancement of the Interconnect Links will then be
handled under the product. Thus save where Omantel can clearly demonstrate and subject
to providing notification to the other party within 5 working days of the order that major
works would be required to meet the request and what shall be the delivery time of the
requested links.
Clause 62, Sub - |sce LU above - Connectlviy berween Omantel MSAN and Requesting g, 11 Same as for LLU N/A No more than 10-20 working days ~ [See item 8 above
AR Annex CFA 02 |Party DSLAM in 45 working days ’
9 |Local Loop Unbundling (Line Sharing) a o4 Sub
ause 6.4, Sul . . E . .
> vork ’s s LLU - as . 220 w ’s ¢ ite ”
Annex C FA 02 Local Loop order in 30 working days Same as LLU Same as for LLU No more than 10-20 working days See item 8 above
Ol 2,801 | oz LI e - Cramasiilyy stivee Reqpestiing Py MRAN emdl Same as LLU Same as for LLU N/A No more than 10-20 working days  [See item 8 above
R Annex C FA 03 |Omantel Cabinet in 45 working days
10 |Sub-loop Unbundling a INSTE
A:‘:CS: o ALEJS Local Loop order in 30 working days Same as LLU Same as for LLU N/A No more than 10-20 working days  [See item 8 above
Allowing the Requesting Party access to Omantel’s premise/site forms part of the general
Clause 3.17. Sub acceptance procedure for colocation provisioning and as such should not be reported
&2‘;? ‘(; F;\ [L;A Allow Requesting Party access/visit to Omantel Premise: 7 working days |2 working days Expected of an efficient operator OK No more than 5 working days separately. Requests for site access during normal service should be provided within 5
11 |Co-location fnnex working days, with an emergency access service option to allow visits when equipment
needs immediate maintenance attention.
Clause 3'2’, Sub Service delivery: 25-70 working days 50 working days Assuming space is available; » OK it is ok with us it is ok with us No more than 25-70 working days Delivery m\j'olves planning and bulld'mg a cage, Plus anclllzfry power etc. (assuming space is
Annex C FA 04 ’ i i Benchmark: SingTel 48 working days for the end-to-end process i actually available). As such, Omantel's proposal is appropriate.
Wholesale Broadband Access (WBA) at a Fixed Location
. - No more than 5 working days for 5 . . . .
Clause 7.3. Sub For service activation per customer; connectivity to cach customer Assuming the site has been prepared for CPS routed calls, This process is mostly subject
12 |Wholesale Line Rental (WLR) o 30 working days 5 working days Benchmark: Swisscom 5 working days (for up to 1,000 requests per B &y . administrative and anti-slamming processes. There will be some network data changes, but
Annex C FA 05 ’ . y (assuming the site has been prepared X . .
working day) for the end-to-end process these should be small. So a shorter delivery time is appropriate.
N/A for CPS routed calls) ’
The addition of backbone capacity and network connectivity should relate only to the
Clause 6.2.1, Sub . L . Benchmark: Telia does the complete service set-up within 40 working . No more than 10-20 working days for capacity between ()mante! and th; ASsIP net\\"ork. {\S an Interconneet link, ic sl:ould take
. Backbone capacity and network connectivity: 3 months 45 working days N/A L S no longer than any other form of interconnect link. For capacity within Omantel’s
Annex C FA 06 : i ’ days the Interconnect Link, if required o . ; 8
network, the capacity is shared between their customers and other operators’ customers
and is not an interconnect issue (and should be removed from the RAIO).
13 |Bitstream Layer 2
For existing broadband customers; otherwise 15 working days for new No more than 5 working days for . . . ) .
. ’ . N Similar to Resale Broadband services, this is a customer process (i.e. no network alterations
Clause 6.2.3, Sub customers without broadband; connectivity o each customer alteady involved only data changes in the IP network to route the customer’s traffic to the AS’s IP
ZAUSE D29 SUB o nnectivity to each customer: 30 working days 5 working days Benchmark: Telia maximum 8 working days for the end-to-end process, N/A using broadband and 10-20 working |0 Y¢S OnLY data changes work to rou customer O the Ass

Annex C FA 06

for any customer, independent of whether they are existing broadband
customers or not

days for connectivity to each
customer not using broadband.

network). As such, a shorted delivery time should apply to customers already using
broadband).




Clause 6.2, Sub

No more than 10-20 working days for

Annex CIA 07 Backbone capacity and network connectivity: 3 months Same as for BS 1.2 Same as for BS L2 N/A T ) See item 13 above
No more than 5 working days for
14 |Bitstream Layer 3 @ 64 Sub connectivity to each customer already
A‘ ause (7: F’ AL[‘)7 Connectivity to each customer: 30 working days Same as for BS 1.2 Same as for BS L2 N/A using broadband and 10-20 working [See item 13 above
nex days for connectivity to each
customer not using broadband.
N )- Ve ays, i .
Nolmore than 10 .20 working d.“ s, if Whilst the provisioning of transmission capacity ought not to be complicated/time
subject to forecasting. Otherwise no . . . T .
. . Clause 6.2, Sub . L . . consuming, new equipment/capacity might need installing. As such, 10-20 working days
15 |Wholesale Transmission N 45 working days 10 working days This is a simple point-to-point connection N/A longer than the provision of an ! . . ’
Annex C FA 08 ’ ’ X are reasonable, assuming that this service has been subject to forecast. Otherwise, no
equivalent leased line to a Omantel L o L . y
longer than the provision of a similar capacity leased line to a retail customer.
retail customer.
* Initial system set-up: No more than
60 working days
* Activation of individual customers Ak frafts s T q q
. ” . . ‘Whilst initial set-up is likely to take several weeks (as it requires the exchange of a lot of
16 |Broadband Resale Service (j:ause 7(':1 13}‘5[;}) 30 working days 5 working days Assummﬁﬂci;l;tfm:;r s ?lrc;&gy ? b]:)ad)zar?d ROl N/A already using broadband: No more data, testing and setting-up an AAA server connection), connecting individual customers
nex sameas ); otherwise 15 workdng days than 5 working day:s' thereafter should take no more than 5 working days.
* Activation of individual customers
not using broadband: No more than
10-20 working days
Wholesale Leased Lines
Wholesale Terminating Scgments of Clause 6.3, Sub e B . . ) ;
17 | cased Lines Annex CFA 10 |20 Working days 10 working days Same as Qoredoo OK No more than 10-20 working days, if | eased lines provisioning is similar to wholesale transmission services except that the
;UbICCt ;0 forhccastmg.v Oth;rw&se N0 |terminating sections of leased lines end on a retail customer, rather than a POL As such,
Wholesale Trunk Segments of Leased Clause 6.2, Sub . o . (=R i {200 ROMEIN GIfE similar delivery timelines should apply to both. In particular, 10-20 working days, assuming
18 Lines - National Annex C FA 11 Bl W oadipde B Cemele QI cqul.;*alcnt leased line to a Omantel  |¢ha¢ this service has been subject to forecast. Otherwise, no longer than the provision of
- - - N - FET] EEEeTER, an equivalent retail leased line product.
19 \\f holesale Trunk Segments of Leased Clause 6.3, Sub 60 working days 10 working days Same as Ooredoo OK Up to 30 working days —if extra
Lines - IPLC Annex C FA 12 o ’ capacity is needed
Wholesale IP international bandwidth capacity
q 5 Omantel's proposal seems to include the provisioning of the Interconnection Link, which
el N >
20 E(ah(;lce;aylc 1P e erl et E:‘:;; gi’:ull; 3 months 20 working days Benchmark: SingTel 10-15 working days for the end-to-end process N/A No more than 10-20 working days should be reported as a separate product/process. A delivery timescale of 10-20 working
ey days for providing IP bandwidth capacity (excl. the interconnect links) appears reasonable.
Clause 3.19, Sub - - . . . . . . . . - . -
Annex C FA 14 Allow RP Access/visit to Omantel Premise: 7 working days 2 working days Same as Co-location N/A Tt is ok Tt is ok No more than 5 working days See item 11 above
Clause e Sub Service delivery: 70 working days 50 working days Same as Co-location N/A Ttis ok Ttis ok No more than 25-70 working days Delivery n olves planning and bul]d'mg 2 ca8c le ancillary power cte (assuming space is
Annex C FA 14 ) ) ’ ’ actually available). As such, Omantel's proposal is deemed appropriate.
21 |Access to Landing Stations
Cable pulling requires a specialist team to visit the landing station with appropriate
Clause 5.7.1, Sub Cable pulling bet lead-i 1 colocati + 70 working day 10 working day: Expected of an efficient " N/A Ttis ok Ttis ok N than 10-15 working day: equipment and pull the cable in and terminate it. Whilst the actual time to undertake this
Annex C FA 14 able pulling between lead-in and colocation space: 70 working days working days xpected of an efficient operator N/{ is ok is ok No more than 10-15 working days task may be only a couple of working days, this activity is likely to be queued along with
others requiring the same resources.
Clause 5.2, Sub . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Service delivery: 70 working days Same as for landing stations Same as for landing stations N/A It is ok It is ok No more than 25-70 working days See item 21 above
q Annex C FA 15 -
22 |Access to Earth Stations — —
Clause 5.7.1, Sub Same as for landing stations  [Same as for landing stations N/A Itis ok Itis ok No more than 10-15 working days |See item 21 above
Annex CFA 15| Cable pulling between lead-in and colocation space: 70 working days 8 8 i i i 8 ay
Clause 52, Sub | ice delivery: 70 working days ) ) ! ) Itis ok Itis ok No more than 25-70 working days  [Scc item 21 above
N Annex C FA 15 ’ 4 Same as for landing stations Same as for landing stations N/A ’
23 |Access to Data Centres a 571 Sab
ause 5.7.1, Sul . . . . . . . .
2= |Cabl lling between lead-in loca space: 70 work s It is ok It is ok e than 10-15 worki ays See item 21 abow
Annex C FA 15 able pulling between lead-in and colocation space: 70 working days Same as for landing stations Same as for landing stations N/A tis o tis o No more than 10-15 working days ce item 21 above
Fixed Interconnection Services
Fixed ancillary services
Having reviewed Omantel’s step-by-step process (submitted to TRA after the industry
meeting) which claims a timescale of 78-107 working days, a number of points come out:
* The process includes several steps that relate to the provision of the first interconnect
links into the POT and testing thereof. This should be treated as a separate product and
reported separately (incl. delivery times).
Clause 3.6.3. Sub New POIL: 34-75 working days. As part of its written response after the No more than 28-40 working days * Omantel has included 6-12 working days to discuss Acceptance Test Procedures. This
A u . CF’I 0‘; industry meeting, Omantel provided a detailed break-down of the POI |35 working days Minimum expectation on an efficient operator N/A (excl. the provision of interconnect  [does not relate to the POI construction itself. Such procedures must already have been
ane ordering process and how many working days each process step takes links) developed.
* Similarly, the Testing of Billing Systems would only need to be done once and is not
related to the POT construction itself.
Removing the above process steps from Omantel’s overall process results in a delivery
timeframe of 28-40 working days for the POI construction (excl. the provisioning of the
interconnect link).
24 |Fixed ancillary services
The TRA is satisfied that where port capacity is available, this is mostly a simple jumpering
Clause 4.3.2, Sub . - . . . . L , . . . No more than 10-20 working days. task. But it may be at a remote, unattended location and as such requiring some extra time
0 v I: 25- ki y 10 work i Ass labl Ol vise 2 ki y N/A . . - y ?
Annes C FI 01 Port capacity at existing POI: 25-70 working days 0 working days ssuming capacity is available at the POI; otherwise 20 working days N/. e @y b (o deliver. In case of a
new POI, these processes should be running in parallel with the main colocation build.
The TRA considers Omantel's proposed delivery time acceptable. The provision of in-
building wiring (Basic Block and Expansion Colocation) is separate to the provison of port
Clause 5.3.2. Sub We disagree with the concept of having to order a "Basic Block" capacity. Whilst the latter only requires cross-connection, the former may require providing
g Basic Block and Expansion Co-Location: 30-60 working days - separately; Ooredoo doesn't have it, nor have we come across this N/A No more than 30-60 working days a new cable between exchange and the colocation room. Further, as Omantel offers Basic

Annex C FI 01

practice internationally

Blocks of 63 (2Mbps) cables at a time, Requesting Parties are unlikely to require additional
blocks on a regular basis (i.e. only once they have reached that capacity) and if so, they can
order these sufficiently in advance.

Fixed Call Origination

Call Origination — Call by Call

Clause 5.6, Sub

System preparation: 34-75 working days; Delivery date is subject to

This is a simple "number"
implementation and routing

* System set-up: No more than 20
working days

The system set up depends on what processes are agreed and need implementing on
computer systems. However, 20 working days to complete the set-up seems appropriate.
Any subsequent route link expansion should be delivered within the normal monthly

% Selection (“CCS”) Annex CFT 02 |technical feasibility. configuration, and simpler to N/A * Routine link expansion: No more  [delivery cycle of 10-20 working days. Service delivery times are the sum of various process
implement than CPS than 10-20 working days steps which at times requires queueing. As such, the TRA considers it appropriate to allow
for range of 10-20 working days for customer activation.
* System set-up: No more than 20
Q66,8 System preparation: 34-75 working days LT s AT N/A weiimds See item 25 above

Annex C FI 03

working days

* Routine link expansion: No more
than 10-20 working days




26

Call Origination - Carrier Pre-
Selection (“CPS”)

Clause 6.8, Sub

AT AUTOTIIATET PIOCESS STITTITAT
to Mobile Number Portability
should be established by
operators to maximize the
efficiency for such a service.

No more than 5 working days for
connectivity to each customer (after

The TRA is satisfied that this process is more an issuc of administrative and anti-slamming
processes. It accepts that there will be some network data changes, but these should be

Annex C F1 03 Crreesitios WElweiindap We believe no more than 5 A the customer has completed the anti- |small (i.e. a simple data change carried out remotely) and there is no on-site work required.
WD should be required for this slamming process) So a shorter delivery time seems appropriate.
setvice
Benchmark: Swisscom 5
PR 4000
! ) “This is a simple number No more than 10 -20 working days As.s?\mu.lg all system set-up processes are completed, each request for any fixed call
Call Origination for Non-Geographic “laus . : . origination service is no more than Number Range Implementation. Therefore any
27 |- . Standard Annex H process implementation and routing N/A (assuming no new physical routes R :
Calls Annex C FI 04 fiourati 1 add : activities that are to take place after the full set-up process has been completed shall be
contiguration need adding) completed within the normal monthly delivery cycle of 10-20 working days.
Clause 5.1. Sub This is a simple number No more than 10 -20 working days
28 |Outgoing International Calls o Standard Annex H process implementation and routing N/A (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
Annex C FI 05 " H
configuration need adding)
Cluse 6.1, Sub This is a simple number No more than 10 -20 working days
29 |Calls to Special Services Fixed cause s S Standard Annex H process implementation and routing (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
Annex C FI 06 X ° R :
configuration N/A need adding)
Clause 5.6, Sub No more than 10 -20 working days
30 |Pre-paid Calling Card Access Type 1 i The delivery date is subject to technical feasibility. Not relevant N/A (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
Annex C FI 07 H
need adding)
o . . L No more than 10 -20 working days
31 |Pre-paid Calling Card Access Type 2 Clause 5-.6,Sub Annex The delivery date is subject to technical feasibility. S?mL - Cal ()Tlgma"o" ' (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
CTFI08 ’ d Non-Geographic Numbers N/A need adding) d

Fixed Call Termination

Clause 6.1, Sub

No more than 10 -20 working days

32 |Call Termination Annex C FT 09 Standard Annex H process 10 working days ‘This is a very simple routing configuration and follows existing routing N/A (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
need adding)
Fixed Call Transit
Clause 51 Sub No more than 10 -20 working days
33 |Fixed Call Transit ’\::ZL z 1’"‘1 Ll‘() Standard Annex H process 10 working days ‘This is a very simple routing configuration and follows existing routing N/A (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
fones need adding)
Mobile Access Services
National Roaming Services
. . hat it is difficul ify the delivery timelines for th
Standard Annex H process; As part of its written response after the R agree that it Is d,‘ reuit to SpCFlfy the Sy CTocies o dhe q
5 A Py o i Mobile Access Service, as the delivery is very much dependent on which
industry meeting, Omantel stated that it is not possible to specify the X . - 3 N X .
A L X X ) . systems the Mobile Reseller has, and the level of integration between the
timelines for provisioning these services, as this requires both parties to 5
work together. The time required will be usually very long, and will £wo parties.
depend not "t 1 Omantel performing its part, but als o th Hence, we agree that the delivery times could be defined and agreed A delivery time
cpend not just o antet perto 8 11S part, but 450 on the jointly between the dominant operators and the Mobile Resellers, after should be specified, "This is a one-off complex project, for which it will be difficult to set specific timelines.
Requesting party performing its part; parties agreeing on the - 5 AP v E 5 5 R B
F : . . assessing requirements. this is similar to .. . Initially there will need to be a period of mutual planning between the Access Provider and
configuration, implementation of services and also on other similar " 5 5 5 . Initial planning: No more than 30
5 fod i N v However, we disagree that the same applies to National Roaming. Must follow |setting up an " Access Seeker and agreement on steps to be taken.
. . . Clause 10.1, Sub  |activities approvals from authorities are also required sometime, in case to . . . § g X . . . . X working days . e .
34 |National Roaming Services . . . . 30 working days National Roaming, much like International Roaming which has been international best|international N/A . It seems reasonable to complete the planning process within 30 working days and once
Annex C MA 01 |enable some services either the requesting party or the MON might have 5 p A , " Implementation: No more than 30-45 , " " : ,
5 " implemented on many, many occasions by Omantel and other dominant practice roaming partner and " both parties are ready to proceed, a further 30-45 working days to implement national
to procure some extra hardware which can add 12 to 16 weeks during the T P o working days B
operators, is based on well-known and standardized interfaces, and can OT has lots of roaming.

process for procurement of hardware, installation, commissioning etc. It
would be best to agree on the timelines at the time of the agreement
between two parties after assessing the situation and requirement.

In the case of Ooredoo providing National roaming to Omantel
customers, it took over 18 months and Omantel and Ooredoo kept the
‘TRA informed.

be implemented very quickly if the will is there. Similar to setting up an
international roaming partner and already done for Ooredoo. Based on
Omantel’s experience in implementing National Roaming for Ooredoo
in 2005, and its subsequent implementation of National Roaming on
Ooredoo’s network in 2007, there is no reason why Omantel can’t
specify a service delivery time for National Roaming.

experience in doing
this

Mobile Access Services

Delivery timelines not specified - see response to National Roaming

OK, in general as it
depends on mobile

Case to case can be

To be agreed on a case-by-case basis

In agreement with all parties that it is not possible to set specific delivery times for this

35 |Mobile Access Services Sub Annex C MA 02 Services TBD Depending on mobile reseller's systems and system integration required et's systems decided between the Providing Party and service as it depends on the mobile resellet's systems and system integration required.
crvices. s ccide Requesting Party Instead, implementation timelines should be agreed on a case -by-case basis.
requirement
Mobile Interconnection Services
Mobile Ancillary Services
Clause 3.3.2, Sub . . . - . .
Annex CMIOL  |NeW POL: 34-75 working days 35 working days Same as Fixed POI OK No more than 25-70 working days
This can be divided No more than 10-20 working days,
Clause 4.3.2, Sub . - - . . ; . . . . - . but in case of a new POI, these - L . . . .
. . . N Port capacity at existing POT: 25-70 working days 10 working days Assuming capacity is available at the POI; otherwise 20 working days OK into two cases when L 8 These timings should be consistent with the delivery times for fixed network POIs and co-
36 |Mobile ancillary services Annex C MI 01 ) P should be running in parallel with the P S .
ess and more time is . . X location in network buildings (see item 24 above)
taken main colocation build.
Clause 5.3.3, Sul We disagree with the concept of having to order a "Basic Block"
\;Lnt ( M’I (‘;1) Basic Block and Expansion Co-Location: 30-60 working days - separately; Ooredoo doesn't have it, nor have we come across this OK No more than 30-60 working days
Annex & practice internationally
Mobile Termination
- R - . . No more than 10 -20 working days
37 |Mobile call termination (\:Ili::c ?k;%‘; :Ii)c]wr;; ‘ITC]\[:ZSEW;; specified; Ordering and delivery shall be handled 10 working days Same as Fixed Call Termination (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
Annex C ccor o Annex ’ i
¢ N/A We are fine with it We are fine with it |need adding)
Clause 6.1, Sub | Delivery timelines not specified; Ordering and delivery shall be handled Simple interfacing between standardised systems and alread tional Mo more than 10 -20 working days
38 [SMS and MMS Termination \:::e (_‘ 1\;[1 ‘:)3 acf:o‘rrzglg :‘;i\:isem;{ spectied; Ordering and delivery s © handie 10 working days W;:;Péolze;;’:‘)c fsiBotwesgistacattisec Bysicts aqciacacy Operatona (assuming no new physical routes See Item 27 above
Annex C X ;
N/A need adding)

Mobile Origination

Call Origination — Call by Call

Clause 5.6, Sub

System preparation: 34-75 working days; Delivery date is subject to

* System set-up: No more than 20
working days

39 I Selection (“CCS”) Annex C MI 04 |technical feasibility. Same as Fixed CCS N/A « Routine link expansion: No more | ¢ 176 23 above
than 10-20 working days
* System set-up: No more than 20
Clause 6.6, Sub . . . working days .
Annex C MI 05 System preparation: 34-75 working days Same as Fixed CPS N/A o Rispifina sk gy No mmase See item 25 above
40 Call Origination - Cartier Pre- than 10-20 working days
Selection (“CPS”) No more than 5 working days for
Clloie Gk Sl Customer activation: 14-30 working days Same as Fixed CPS N/A oGty i G Lo (e See item 26 above

Annex C MI 05

the customer has completed the anti-

slamming process)




