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A. General comments

In this section, respondents are invited to express below their general comments on the Review of the EU Regulatory Framework for electronic communications networks and services. 

Ireland welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the Review of the Regulatory Framework for Electronic Communications Networks and Services and looks forward to the Commission’s report on the public consultation and working with the Commission on the detail of the draft legislative proposals.  

We are particularly glad to see the Commission address the issue of enforcement, the routine suspension of regulatory decisions pending appeals, the issue of network security and the focus on the consumer.  We also look forward to the proposal for a wide-ranging debate on the concept of Universal Service in 2007.
In relation to Spectrum, we would suggest that Spectrum management in the EU cannot be considered in isolation to the wider European approach and indeed the global frameworks for use of spectrum.  There are already a number of other fora - CEPT for the wider European coordination of spectrum use and the ITU at the global level- within which European Administrations coordinate and cooperate in developing common proposal for the use of spectrum.  This has worked effectively to-date to take account of not only European requirements but also those of the various MS.  In reviewing how spectrum is managed in Europe the benefits, of working within these fora, rather than create new structures, need to be considered.

The implementation of the current EU framework, including the provisions of the Spectrum Decision, is still evolving.  Significant progress has been made within the Radio Spectrum Policy Group (RSPG) in identifying and developing European policy objectives for specific areas.  The Radio Spectrum Committee has developed relevant implementation mechanisms.  Ireland is of the view, that rather than make significant changes to the current provisions, the current framework provision should be allowed to evolve and develop. 

The Commission’s document refers to Pan European services and the need for managing spectrum on a pan European basis.  Pan European services are but one aspect of spectrum use.  There is a need for a balanced approach that recognises that in addition to EU policy objectives, MS will have national policy objectives.  The equipment market is a market that could be considered on a European wide basis, as to do so provides economies of scale for manufacturing.  However the markets for service provision and spectrum use across the EU are not homogeneous.  Typically for spectrum use, the EU Market is made up of the various MS markets, which vary in size, structure, service demands, etc depending on local conditions. There is a need to avoid a ‘one size fits all’ approach as this could lead to both ineffective and inefficient use of spectrum at the national level. Accordingly to ensure effective use and taking account of the demands of the market, it may not be detrimental to make available only a subset of the frequencies in questions in a MS.  While there may be a need to address some particular topics of a pan European nature there is also a need for Member States to retain appropriate management control, and as indicated by the European Parliament, in a resolution on the digital dividend, market forces alone should not determine how spectrum is used.
The Commission’s proposals refer to the need for a more coordinated approach at EU level while allowing more flexibility for the licensee to determine how they could use the spectrum.  This does not recognise that MS also have an interest and a role in determining how spectrum is used.  Accordingly there is a need to recognise that MS should have flexibility in how they implement the overall policy in order to address local market requirements and ensure the efficient and effective use of spectrum.

The Commission’s paper notes that harmonisation can reduce flexibility of use of spectrum.  Ireland can support the initiative for a more flexible approach and less regulatory intervention to spectrum use but notes that the current approach to harmonisation with binding decisions may need to be reviewed.  

The Commission’s working paper also proposes a move to market mechanisms for the managing of spectrum.  It is Ireland’s view that we can support the introduction of market mechanisms for spectrum management where the use of spectrum is directly subject to market forces (e.g. provision of Electronic Communications Services).  However where the use of spectrum is not subject to market forces or is required for the provision of security, social, or cultural objectives, (e.g. Air traffic control, police and emergency services, broadcasting etc) then market mechanisms may not be the most appropriate way to manage the spectrum.  Ireland would support an open and flexible approach to spectrum management that allowed for a variety of methods depending on the particular requirements.  These could include unlicensed or exempted spectrum particularly for low power devices, a common approach where there may be a number of users sharing the same spectrum but some form of licensing is required to afford a degree of management.  Where individual licensing is required then an administrative approach and/or market mechanism should, where appropriate, be possible. 
The Regulatory impact document proposed three options for regulating spectrum at the European level:

· Option 1 (the establishment of a European entity/agency in charge of managing aspects of spectrum);

· Option 2 (wider application of the committee system);

· Option 3 (no change);

As the current procedures, which include provisions for close cooperation between the EC and CEPT, and between the EC and MS regarding spectrum policy and management are relatively new, they need time to allow them to bed down, be fully implemented and evolve.  Consequently at this stage Ireland would not favour the introduction of new structural/institutional changes.    
B. Position on proposed changes

The Commission Staff Working Document accompanying the Communication from the Commission on the Review of the EU Regulatory Framework for electronic communications networks and services summarises the changes being proposed.

In this section, respondents are invited to give comments on these specific proposals

Respondents are requested to express very clearly their position on proposed changes. Please limit your response to no more than one page per item.
1. New approach to spectrum management 

1.1
Introduce freedom to use any technology in a spectrum band (technology neutrality)

Ireland supports the general concept of technology neutrality and flexibility of use of spectrum.  However the manner of its implementation needs to be considered in the wider context of spectrum use.
Spectrum is allocated by the ITU between the different radio-communications services.  While we support the general concept of technology neutrality, we would have a concern with such a general approach, as implied by the topic heading, as it could lead to significant incompatibility problems due to the differences that can arise between the various technologies and uses of the spectrum.  This is particularly relevant if spectrum used by non-ECS services is to be shared with ECS uses and in particular with those having mass-market deployment.

In general Ireland would consider the following parameters as important:

· The ITU general allocations are respected; 

· Rather than consider flexibility of use as a general approach across the spectrum it may be more appropriate to consider its application within families/sectors of technology/uses and bands to which a high degree of compatibility can be achieved; 

· Limitations on Technology neutrality should not be restricted to the EU level only but should be available to MS so that the effective and efficient use of spectrum can be achieved taking into account national policy priorities, market conditions, and local consumer requirements;

· Spectrum is used by a variety of sectors and services a number of which do not come within the remit of the ECS framework.  Flexibility of use of spectrum and technology neutrality would need to respect the MS role to shape spectrum use so that it can ensure the efficient and effective use of spectrum, while also taking into account national policy objectives for the different sectors; 

· Although harmonisation can give certainty to manufacturers and users, it can place restrictions on how parts of the spectrum are used.  This is particularly so where the harmonisation is binding.  Accordingly Ireland would support a non-binding approach to harmonisation particularly harmonisation specifying how a band can be used, so as to facilitate a greater degree of flexibility;

· Compatibility between technologies and the avoidance of interference is an important prerequisite to allow for effective and efficient use of spectrum.  While it may be advantageous to strengthen the legal basis for technology neutrality, a binding approach at the EU level should be avoided as this could lead to a less efficient use of spectrum.
1.2
Introduce freedom to use spectrum to offer any electronic communications service (service neutrality)

Ireland supports the general concept of service neutrality and flexibility of use of spectrum.  However the manner of its implementation needs to be considered in the wider context of spectrum use. 

In general Ireland would consider the following parameters as important:

· The ITU general allocations are respected; 

· Where a MS has a national policy objective particularly a service objective, relevant to a particular band, the MS should be able to place a higher priority on that service being accommodated and ahead of the flexibility of use/service neutrality requirements;   

· As spectrum is used by a variety of different sectors and services, some of which do not come within the remit of the communications framework, the introduction of flexibility of use cannot be simply left solely to market forces and the holder of an authorisation to use spectrum, to decide.  The role of the MS to determine general policy for spectrum use and set the bound of flexibility of use needs to be respected so that national policy objective and cultural, social and consumer needs can be addressed.
1.3
Coordinated introduction of trading in rights of use

Ireland can support the general principle of trading in the rights of use.  

We consider that the current framework provisions provide an adequate framework for the EU and MS to introduce trading in the rights of use through an evolving development and we support the work to date within the RSPG.

Ireland would have a concern that the introduction of general market based mechanism (including trading in the rights of use) for the managing of radio spectrum could favour large providers to the detriment of the small and local operator who can provide competition in local areas.

Ireland could support the development of a basic set of conditions for permitting trading provided it does not remove from MS the possibility to include additional provision to ensure that the market is there to serve the consumer in accordance with national policy objectives.

1.4
Establish transparent and participative procedures for allocation

Currently where the allocation of spectrum is concerned there is a significant degree of consultation.  The consultation is undertaken by the CEPT or the EC at European level or by the MS (normally the NRA) at a national level. 

With a current thrust to minimise the amount of regulations and remove unnecessary ones, Ireland, while fully supporting the need for transparency and participative procedures, is of the view that, the introduction of additional rules or new consultation requirements, which could increase the regulatory burden should be avoided.
1.5
Introduce a procedure for coordinated spectrum management at EU level (comments related to specific options identified in the Impact Assessment can also be made in section C.2. "Radio spectrum" of this template)

The Commission in its working document identified a number of specific issues for a coordinated approach. These are addressed below:

1.5.1 Identification of bands where the use of spectrum should be made subject to general authorisation;

Ireland can agree with the identification of bands that would be subject to general authorisation.  Indeed, at present, a considerable amount of the work involved is already done by the CEPT and we consider that this work should form the basis for this in the future.  Due to the general move towards flexibility of spectrum use, Ireland considers that a greater degree of harmonisation may be achieved if the emphasis for implementation is placed on non-binding measures rather than binding measures.  

1.5.2 Trading in rights of use of spectrum: identification of bands, a minimum format of the rights that are tradable, availability of information and the definition of any specific requirement at protecting competition;

Ireland can support the identification of bands for trading, a minimum format of rights that are tradable, the availability of information and the definition of any specific requirements to protect competition.  Ireland supports the work to date within the RSPG.  However Ireland considers that, at present, it should be a matter for MS to set the bounds for trading taking account of policy and market requirements. We would favour the development of a minimum set of parameters, which MS could use but also add to so that particular market requirements could be addressed if necessary.  We also consider that a phased introduction for trading is an appropriate way to proceed, with regular reviews of the guidelines in the light of experience gained in introducing trading.  We would not at this stage, favour the introduction of binding measures. 

1.5.3 Legacy issues:  

Ireland can support the identification of common criteria for use in cases where legacy issues arise.  Legacy issues, by their nature will vary from MS to MS due to different market sizes and approaches adopted in the past.  We would not favour the introduction of binding measures for solving legacy issues. Rather we would prefer to see a minimum set of guidelines developed which MS could use in addressing legacy issues.  However, so that particular issues that may arise in an MS market can be addressed, MS should have flexibility in how they would apply the guidelines. 

1.5.4 Common Definitions of exceptions to service and technology neutrality; 

Technology and services for ECS are constantly evolving and need to be kept under constant review.   Ireland would favour the development of a common understanding of possible exemptions and the development of a list of common exemptions to service and technology neutrality.     We would not favour the introduction of binding measures for its application at present, but would rather prefer that it could be in the form of guidelines that MS could consider when implementing the concept of service and technology neutrality.      

1.5.5
Common Approach to service authorisation with pan European or internal market Dimensions; 

See Section 3.3 

2. Streamlining market reviews

2.1
Relaxing notification requirements for the Article 7 procedures 

Ireland supports the principle behind this proposal to relax notification requirements for the Article 7 procedures, as it is in line with objective of regulation only where necessary, and any reduction in administrative burdens or bureaucracy is to be welcomed, particularly where it allows for a better use of resources. 

However, while acknowledging that less detail may be required in the notification, it is not obvious that the time and resources devoted to market reviews will necessarily be reduced in practice as the obligation to notify the Commission will remain and therefore the NRA will still have to research and gather the necessary evidence.

The NRA has suggested there be a more structured pre-notification procedure, that would enable discussion on specific issues and understanding of the Commission’s prima facie position.  This might allow for a more concentrated effort on contentious decisions.  

2.2
Rationalising the market review procedures in a single instrument 
Ireland supports the principle of rationalising administrative and procedural measures into one instrument.  However, it would be important that provision be made for due consideration and consultation on setting any binding measures. 

We do not support the suggestion that time limits be imposed for the completion of market reviews.  While the timely completion of market reviews is obviously important for the efficient functioning of the framework, it would be important to allow sufficient time for comprehensive and quality market reviews.  A one-size-fits-all approach would not be appropriate here as market complexities and size differences must be taken into account.  However, guidelines or triggers for the commencement of reviews can give more certainty to the market review process.

2.3
Introduce minimum standard for notifications 

We support the principle of the proposal for the introduction of a template or minimum standard for NRA notifications.  We would suggest that consultation would be required if these minimum standards are to be set out in a legally binding instrument.

2.4
Require re-notifications after vetoes within a given deadline

As stated in 2.2 above, Ireland acknowledges that timely and comprehensive market reviews are important, but we would oppose the setting of a binding timeframe for re-notification following a Commission veto.  Re-notifications are equally important, but a specified and binding timeframe might not allow for the necessary complexities or implications to be addressed following a veto.  A public update on the NRA’s progress on the issue that was subject to a veto would be welcomed however, in the interest of transparency and consultation.

3. Consolidating the internal market

3.1
Commission to review the timeliness and effectiveness of remedies

Ireland does not support the extension of the Commission’s Veto power to remedies in the Article 7 procedure.  Ireland acknowledges the need for consistent application and a harmonisation of the regulatory framework and the role of the Commission is this regard.  However, this must be balanced with the need to allow local expert regulators who are best placed to decide on and impose remedies relevant and proportionate to their countries particular circumstances.  

It is perhaps early in the lifetime of the framework, a framework that seems to be fundamentally sound, and where the full effect of remedies imposed in the first round of markets reviews may not yet be realised, to extend the Commission’s power in this regard.  However, we would support the provision of guidance and the sharing of best practice and lessons learnt from earlier market analyses.

3.2
Making the appeals mechanism more effective
We welcome the Commission’s intention to tackle the problem of routine suspension of regulatory decisions, and the proposal to lay down EU level criteria to be used when considering whether or not to suspend such decisions. 

We support the proposal for the introduction of a mechanism for Member states to report on the timing and number of appeals and suspended decisions.  
Article 4 (1) of the Framework Directive states:

“Member States shall ensure that the merits of the case are duly taken into account……”

This provision requires Member States to provide for very wide grounds of appeal.  We would request the Commission to consider amending this article to allow Member States flexibility to limit the scope of an appeal.

We would also ask the Commission to consider adding explicit provisions to Article 4 to require Appeals bodies to have regard to the balance between the needs of the appellant and the overall aim of the Framework to ensure that there is effective competition to the benefit of consumers. 

3.3
Common approach to authorisation of services with pan-European or internal market dimension

Authorisation of service with pan European or internal market dimensions raises a number of different issues.  There is a need to distinguish between the service authorisation related issues and the spectrum rights of use related issues.

In so far as the spectrum rights of use issues are concerned these can be subdivided into two further categories:

i). Spectrum rights of use that is fully pan European in nature such as for a satellite systems, and 

ii). Spectrum rights of use for infrastructure which is national in nature but because of harmonisation of spectrum use and facilities such as roaming they can provide a service that includes a pan European Dimension. 

In the latter case the spectrum demand will be influenced by national market considerations rather than by pan European issues.

Consequently Ireland is of the view that rather than attempt a ‘one size fits all’ approach, any common approaches proposed, need to be tailored to the particular requirements of the different categories of service with pan European or internal market dimensions.  In the case of spectrum rights of use for infrastructure that is primarily terrestrial in nature (e.g. Cellular mobile), but includes facilities for the provision of services with a pan European or internal market dimensions, Ireland could support the development of a minimum set of guidelines for MS to use while also retaining the flexibility to take particular market requirements such as size, demand etc into account.   We would not favour the introduction of binding measures at present.
3.4
Amend Article 5 of the Access Directive: non-Significant Market Power access and interconnection

When the Department consulted with stakeholders in the Irish market on this proposal, there were mixed views.  One suggestion was that there was no need to amend or even retain the provisions for regulatory intervention as provided for in Article 5; others suggested that Article 5 was at odds with the framework’s core principle of ex ante obligations only being applied where there is lack of effective competition and SMP has been found; and others expressed their support for Article 5 and argued that it served a very useful purpose, allowing the NRA flexibility to solve national interoperability problems quickly. 

Given this mixed reaction, and our comments in 3.1 above re balancing the focus between the internal market and local expertise, we would not support the proposal to extend the Commission’s veto to the Article 5 procedure. We would however, welcome further debate on this article. 

3.5
Introduce a procedure for Member States to agree common set requirements related to networks or services 

Ireland supports the principle of this proposal, and looks forward to seeing the detail.  
3.6
Broadening the scope of technical implementing measures taken by the Commission on numbering aspects
Ireland supports the principle of this proposal.  Modifications to numbering plans should take into account any possible impact on national numbering plans, as changes to such plans can be costly.  Ireland looks forward to seeing the detail of the proposal. 

3.7
Amend Article 28 of the Universal Service Directive on non-geographic numbers 

Ireland supports the principle of this proposal, and looks forward to seeing the detail.  
3.8
Improving enforcement mechanisms under the framework

Ireland strongly supports the principle of this proposal.  Enforcement is a key element of effective regulation and it is important that there are relevant regulatory remedies and incentives for compliance in order to stimulate competition and discourage abuse of dominance, thus leading to a better range of competitively priced services in the sector.  We look forward to seeing more detail on what is proposed by the Commission.

3.9
Strengthen the obligation on Member States to review and justify ‘must carry’ rules

We support this proposal in principle, but would wish to ensure that there be adequate consultation before any binding timeframes for the review and justification of ‘must carry’ rules are agreed, in order to avoid unnecessarily onerous burdens on Member States.  It is felt that the justification procedure involved should be entirely a matter for MS.

The extension of ‘must carry’ provisions to the full range of digital platforms will be important in the coming years in ensuring a range of general interest objectives including media pluralism and cultural and social diversity.

3.10
Adapting the regulatory framework to cover telecommunications terminal equipment, ensuring constancy with the R&TTE Directive 

Ireland looks forward to seeing the detail of this proposal, and would welcome in particular any change that contributes towards addressing eAccessibility issues.  

4. Strengthening Consumer Protection and User Rights 

4.1
Improve the transparency and publication of information for end-users

Ireland agrees with the principle behind Commission’s proposals in relation to tariff transparency.  

Information is key to enabling consumer choice and increasing satisfaction.  ComReg’s website enabling tariff comparisons (www.callcosts.ie) is a good example in this regard and we fully support changes that facilitate consumer choice.  
4.2
Strengthen the obligation for network operators to pass caller location information to emergency authorities 

We support the proposal that this obligation be strengthened.  We would ask the Commission to bring clarity to the issue of who will pay the costs associated with this proposal.  We consider that this is a cost that should be borne by the industry.

4.3
Separate the provision of access to public communications networks from the provision of telephone services

Ireland agrees with the proposal to separate obligations on providers of access infrastructure from providers of services to reflect the changing nature of the telecommunication sector.  We look forward to seeing more detail on what is proposed by the Commission.

We also welcome the proposal to update definitions, both to clear up any ambiguities that may exist, and reflect the changing nature of the telecommunications sector. 

4.4
Remove provisions on universal directories and directory inquiry services from the scope of universal service

Ireland believes this proposal should be considered as part of the wider examination of the Universal Service Directive expected to be launched in 2007.

However, while acknowledging the increasingly competitive market for the provision of directory enquiry services and the development of Internet–based directories, we do not support the removal of these provisions from the Universal Service Directive at this time.  
The Commission should consider how any changes in this area may impact on the experiences of, and costs for people with disabilities and late adapters to information and communications technologies.  

Competition may ensure choice for many consumers, but accessibility and e-inclusion are important issues.  

We believe that NRA’s should maintain the ability to designate and regulate a provider of a national directory database, and safeguards should be in place to ensure the quality of output from the National Directory Database is maintained.

4.5
Adapt ‘telephone service’ specific’ provisions to technology and market developments

Ireland supports the principle that a mechanism be established whereby changes with regard to ‘telephone services’ could be modified or updated in a fast and efficient manner. It is essential that the framework stays up-to-date with the environment in which it operates.  We look forward to seeing more detail on what is proposed by the Commission.

4.6
Update the provisions on number portability to ensure transfer of all relevant data

Ireland supports this proposal and looks forward to seeing more detail on it.  
4.7
Ensure that regulators can impose minimum quality of service requirements

The NRA consider that SMP rules generally are sufficient in this regard and we look  forward to further clarification on this.

4.8
Strengthen the right of disabled users to access to emergency services via the number ‘112’

We support solutions that are reasonable, proportionate and practical and await detail on this proposal before final conclusions can be drawn.

4.9
Introduce a Community mechanism to address eAccessibility issues

Ireland agrees with this proposal. 

The establishment of a group to identify appropriate actions to problems regarding eAccessibility would be welcomed.  We welcome the proposal for a group to review the issues and particularly the inclusion of representatives of people with disabilities.   We would like to see a firm commitment to a timeline for the Commission to bring forward proposals.  We believe that these proposals should build on the practical experience for people with disabilities in relation to the operation of the existing framework.  These proposals should also be forward-looking and seek to harness the potential benefits of emerging technologies to enhance the lives of people with disabilities.  

We would like the Commission to explore how the framework could be enhanced in relation to the monitoring by NRAs of the quality of service delivered under the USO to people with disabilities.

5. Improving Security

5.1
Oblige operators to take security measures, and grant powers for NRAs to determine and monitor technical implementation

Ireland supports this proposal. Information should also be shared with Government for the purposes of national security and policy development.

5.2
Require notification of security breaches by network operators and ISPs

Ireland supports the proposal to notify security breaches by undertakings to NRAs and customers.  Also, Ireland proposes that in addition to NRAs, Governments should be equally notified on all breaches. 

5.3
Future-proof network integrity requirements
Ireland supports this proposal.  We would suggest that these requirements be included as authorisation conditions.

6. Better regulation: Removing outdated provisions

6.1
Delete the minimum set of leased lines

Ireland agrees with this proposal.  
6.2
Withdrawal of Article 27(2) of the Universal Service Directive on ETNS

Ireland agrees with this proposal.  
6.3
Repeal of Regulation 2887/2000 on unbundled access to the local loop

Ireland agrees with this proposal in the interest of Better Regulation (and the removal of outdated provisions).  However, we would like to restate the importance of Local Loop unbundling for the development of competitive broadband markets. 

6.4(a) Delete Annex I of the Framework Directive 

Ireland agrees with this proposal. 

6.4(b) Delete Article 27 of the Framework Directive

Ireland agrees that this Article be deleted. 

6.4(c) Delete Article 5(4) of the Access and Interconnection Directive

See comments at 3.4 above.  Ireland supports the removal of Article 5(4) if the ability for the NRA to intervene on its own initiative is retained elsewhere in the Framework.  We would welcome clarity on this matter.

C. Comments to the Impact Assessment Report

The Impact Assessment Report accompanying the Communication on the functioning of the Regulatory Framework for electronic communications network and services identifies some broader policy issues - other than those listed in the above Section B.

In this section respondents are invited to clearly express their position on these policy options -. Please keep you response to one page per item.

1. Investment and growth

Ireland agrees with the Commission that Option 3 (maintain the current model) is the most appropriate option for now.  

2. Radio Spectrum

Spectrum management in the EU cannot be considered in isolation to the wider European approach and indeed global frameworks for use of spectrum.  There are already a number of other fora - CEPT for the wider European coordination of spectrum use and the ITU at the global level - within which European Administration coordinate and cooperate in developing common proposals for the use of spectrum.

It is Ireland’s view that rather than create additional layers in the spectrum management process, the EC should recognise the work undertaken in these fora in order to achieve a wider coordinated approach to spectrum use while still respecting the need of the various MS.  Accordingly, Ireland would not support Option 1, the proposal for the establishment of a European entity/agency in charge of managing aspects of spectrum, as it could end up duplicating the existing structures for European cooperation in spectrum management.  

Option 2 proposes a wider application of the committee system.  The committee system exists under the current provision, but as these are relatively new, time is needed to allow the system to develop.  As indicated by the commission in its paper, Option 2 may lead to a parallel system and duplication of activities already carried out in MS.  As previously indicated there is a need to reduce the regulatory burden both on the MS and industry and we would be concerned with an option that increased the regulatory burden rather than minimise it.   

Option 3 is classified as no change.  However the description of the process fails to recognise that while spectrum management has primarily been the responsibility of MS, there is close cooperation and coordination on spectrum matters by MS within CEPT.  Furthermore, most MS regularly revise and update their spectrum management procedures to take account of the changing demand for access to spectrum.  In accordance with the current EU framework there is close cooperation between the EC and MS through the Radio Spectrum Policy Group (RSPG) and the Radio Spectrum Committee.  These are relatively new and time is needed to allow them to develop their full potential. Ireland also notes that through the Radio Spectrum Policy Group (RSPG) and the Radio Spectrum Committee significant progress has been made in developing a common approach to various spectrum management issues.  These include flexibility of use (WAPECS), the introduction of trading and use of the digital dividend. Accordingly, rather than amend the current regulatory framework for spectrum, Ireland is of the view that the existing provisions, which as outlined above include a committee approach at the EU level, are suitable for the development of closer cooperation in the area of spectrum management.  Ireland considers that Option 3 would meet the requirement of closer cooperation at the European level while recognising subsidiarity and the role of MS in spectrum management matters.
3. Regulatory models and the Internal market

Ireland suggests that Option 3 (maintain the current model) is the most appropriate option for now.   
4. Market review procedures 

Ireland feels that Option 2 is the best Option in relation to Article 7.  While not fundamentally changing the process, this option allows for improvements to be made, as lessons are learned from experience.

5. Consumer protection and universal service

Ireland welcomes further debate and consultation in these areas. The proposal to issue a Green Paper on universal service to allow for a wide-ranging debate is welcomed. 
6. Security

Ireland supports the Commission’s suggestion that a combination of Option 1 (introduce new, detailed provisions) and Option 2 (introduce general requirements together with enabling measures) is the most suitable option at this time.
7. Other areas

D. Other comments

Respondents wishing to address any additional issues/topics in relation with the Review of the EU Regulatory Framework for electronic communications networks and services are invited to express their views below.

Please keep responses short and concise.

