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List of Acronyms and definitions 
 

Authority  
Telecommunications Regulatory Authority of the Kingdom of 
Bahrain and any successors thereof 

Batelco Bahrain Telecommunications Company B.S.C 

BD Bahraini Dinar 

Consultation 

The Consultation on the award of Individual Mobile 
Telecommunications Licences and associated Frequency 
Licences for the delivery of mobile telecommunications services 
in the 900, 1800, 1900, 2100 and 2600 MHz frequency bands in 
the Kingdom of Bahrain  

Consultation 
Document 

The document setting out the Authority’s proposals for the award 
of Individual Licences and associated Frequency Licences for 
the delivery of mobile telecommunications services in the 900, 
1800, 1900, 2100 and 2600 MHz frequency bands in the 
Kingdom of Bahrain, issued by the Authority on 28 November 
2012 (REF: TOD/1112/037) 

Consultation 
Report 

This document summarising the main comments received in 
respect of the Consultation Document and setting out the 
Authority’s response to each of them, issued by the Authority on 
28 January 2013 (REF: TOD/0113/006) 

FDD Frequency-division duplexing 

GHz Gigahertz 

GSA Global mobile Suppliers Association 

GSM Global System for Mobile Communications 

IMT 
International Mobile Telecommunications – an ITU global 
telecommunications standard 

IMTL 
Individual Mobile Telecommunications Licence - a new form of 
individual mobile licence (including, where the context so 
requires, a Modified IMTL) which is awarded by the Authority 

Incumbent Mobile 
Operator 

An existing operator who holds an IMTL as at the date of issue 
of the ITT, specifically: Batelco, Zain and Viva 

IPTV Internet Protocol Television  

ITT Invitation to Tender 

ITU International Telecommunication Union 

Kingdom The Kingdom of Bahrain 

Licences 
A Modified IMTL or a new IMTL, as the case may be, and the 
associated Frequency Licence 

LTE Long Term Evolution  

MHz Megahertz 

Mbps Megabits per second 

Mena Menatelecom W.L.L. 

Modified IMTL 
Individual Mobile Telecommunications Licence that has been 
modified by the Authority to take the form of the IMTL 

NFP National Frequency Plan 

NFS National Fixed Services 

NFWS National Fixed Wireless Services 

NGN Next Generation Network 

Post 3G services 
Mobile voice and mobile broadband service with theoretical 
download speeds of up to 100 Mbps  
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PPP Purchasing Power Parity 

Release Band 
Frequency bands forming part of this award process (i.e. 900, 
1800, 2100 and 2600MHz).  

SMRA Simultaneous multi-round ascending auction  

TDD Time-division duplex 

TSRP Telecommunications Spectrum Release Plan 

NTP National Telecommunications Plan of the Kingdom of Bahrain 

Zain Zain Bahrain B.S.C Closed  

2*X MHz X MHz of paired spectrum 

2G Second Generation mobile services 

3G Third Generation mobile services 

3GPP 

The 3
rd

 Generation Partnership Project - A standards body that 
develops and maintains mobile communications standards for 
technologies that include GSM, EDGE, W-CDMA, LTE and LTE 
Advanced 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. On 28 November 2012, the Telecommunications Regulatory Authority (“Authority”) 
initiated a Consultation on the proposed award of Individual Mobile 
Telecommunications Licences and associated Frequency Licences for the delivery 
of mobile telecommunications services in the 900, 1800, 1900, 2100 and 2600MHz 
frequency bands in the Kingdom of Bahrain.

1
 The purpose of the Consultation was 

to invite comments from interested parties on the Authority’s proposals for the 
award of these Licences, including any measures that will have a material effect on 
the mobile market. 

 
1.2. The Authority received responses from Batelco, GSA, Mena, Qualcomm, Viva and 

Zain. The non-confidential versions of these submissions will be made available on 
the Authority’s website once the award process has been concluded. 

 
1.3. The Authority wishes to thank the respondents for their comments.  

 
1.4. This Consultation Report summarises the main comments received and sets out 

the Authority’s response to each of them. This is undertaken in three steps: 
 

a. Section 2 provides a brief background to the upcoming award process; 
 

b. Annex 1 summarizes and addresses comments received on the questions set 
out in the Consultation Document; and 
 

c. Annex 2 summarizes and addresses comments received on the draft (new 
form) IMTL and associated Frequency Licences. 

 
1.5. Information and views received in response to the Consultation Document have 

been considered by the Authority in preparing an Invitation to Tender (“ITT”), in 
which the Authority sets out the procedures, terms and conditions of the award 
process, including, amongst other things, the detailed process rules, timelines and 
draft licence documentation. The ITT is being issued at the same time as this 
Consultation Report and will be available on the Authority’s website.  

 
1.6. The Authority has further duly reviewed the comments received on the draft IMTL 

and associated Frequency Licence, which were appended to the Consultation 
Document, when preparing the final versions of the Licences. The final versions of 
the new form IMTL and associated Frequency Licence are annexed to the ITT.    

 
1.7. This Consultation Report reflects the views of the Authority on comments received 

in response to the Consultation Document. The Authority’s views as expressed in 
this Consultation Report are intended to provide an explanation of the decisions 
taken by the Authority and to provide the relevant context to assist parties who are 
considering or planning to participate in the tender process. To the extent that any 
statement contained in this Consultation Report is inconsistent with the contents of 
the ITT (including the provisions of the annexed Licences), the terms of the ITT 
shall prevail. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                 

1 Ref TOD/1112/037 
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2. Background to the award 
 

2.1. The Telecommunications Law of the Kingdom of Bahrain, which was promulgated 
by Legislative Decree No. 48 in October 2002 (“Telecommunications Law”), is the 
law regulating telecommunications markets in the Kingdom. The 
Telecommunications Law provided for the liberalization of the sector and 
established the Authority as an independent regulatory body with responsibility for 
overseeing the sector. In accordance with the Telecommunications Law, the 
Authority has a direct role in promoting competition and administering the award of 
individual telecommunications licences and associated frequency licences. 

 
2.2. Article 3 of the Telecommunications Law describes the duties and powers of the 

Authority, including the requirement for the Authority, when carrying out its duties, 
to do so in a non-discriminatory and transparent manner and in the way best 
calculated to: 

 
a. protect the interests of subscribers and users; 

 
b. promote effective and fair competition; and 

 
c. ensure that any applicant, or any person who is assigned the responsibility of 

providing telecommunications services, shall be capable of providing those 
services. 
 

2.3. Article 15 of the Telecommunications Law requires the Minister responsible for the 
sector to publish, periodically, the National Telecommunications Plan approved by 
the Council of Ministers. Pursuant to this Article, the Third National 
Telecommunications Plan of the Kingdom of Bahrain was published on 3 July 2012 
and was promulgated as Resolution 39 of 2012 of the Council of Ministers (“Third 
NTP”). Article 3(e) of the Telecommunications Law further requires the Authority to 
act “in a manner that is consistent with the objectives of the National Plan for 
Telecommunications; provided that this shall not be construed to derogate from the 
independence of the Authority in accordance with the provisions of this Law.” 

 
2.4. The Third NTP concluded that the Kingdom was disadvantaged “by the inability of 

its providers of mobile services to create infrastructure that complies with Long 
Term Evolution (LTE) standards in a technically efficient manner”, and that the “lack 
of efficiently provided Post 3G based services is likely to deprive citizens of 
attractive mobile functionality, and diminish the external perception of Bahrain as a 
leader in the adoption of technical innovation, especially in comparison with 
neighbouring states.”

2
 

 
2.5. The Third NTP therefore set out as Government policy that (among other things):

3
 

 
a. efficiently provided LTE based services are to be made available in the 

Kingdom, under competitive conditions, as a matter of national priority; 
 

b. appropriate radio frequencies must be made available for the purpose of 
enabling the introduction of LTE-based services; 
 

c. in the event that there are not at any time sufficient active suppliers of LTE 
based services, or at any other time it is determined, as a result of an 
assessment carried out by the Authority, that the number of suppliers should 
be otherwise increased, initiatives may be undertaken to attract additional 
entrants; and 
 

                                                 
2
 Article 6.1 of the Third NTP. 

3
 Article 7.1 of the Third NTP. 
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d. the Kingdom of Bahrain directly benefits financially from any assignments, at 
levels that properly reflect the scarcity value of the assigned part of the radio 
spectrum. 

 
2.6. On 25 March 2012, following an extensive period of consultation, the Authority 

adopted a Revised Telecommunications Spectrum Release Plan (“TSRP”),
4
 with 

further amendments being published on 17 July 2012
5
 and 19 November 2012

6
.
7
 

The TSRP identified spectrum in bands identified by a number of  ITU World 
Radiocommunication Conferences for use in the provision of public mobile 
telecommunications services, for release in an integrated award process, with a 
target assignment date of Quarter 1 2013. 

 
2.7. On 28 November 2012, the Authority issued a Consultation Document on the award 

of IMTLs (or Modified IMTLs) and associated Frequency Licences. The 
Consultation Document set out the Authority’s proposals for releasing the spectrum 
in the relevant frequency bands in such a manner as to best achieve the Authority’s 
duties under the Telecommunications Law and the Government’s policy as 
described in the Third NTP. The specific spectrum initially proposed to be made 
available in each band is set out in Table 1 and Table 2 below. 

 

Table 1.Paired spectrum to be made available in the award process  

 Uplink (MHz) Downlink (MHz) Total (MHz) 

900 MHz 880 – 885.6 925 – 930.6 2 * 5.6 

    

1800 MHz 
1750 – 1760 

1780 – 1785 

1845 – 1855 

1875 – 1880 

2 * 10 

2 * 5 

    

2100 MHz 
1945 – 1950 

1965 – 1980 

2135 – 2140 

2155 – 2170 

2 * 5 

2 * 15 

    

2600 MHz 2500 – 2570 2620 – 2690 2 * 70 

Table 2.Unpaired spectrum to be made available in the award process 

 (MHz) Total (MHz) 

1900 MHz 1905 – 1920 15 (unpaired) 

 

2.8. This Consultation Report summarises the main comments received on the 
Consultation Document and sets out the Authority’s response to each of them. 

                                                 
4
 “Statement on Telecommunications Spectrum Release Plan - Statement issued by the Telecommunications 

Regulatory Authority”, Telecommunications Regulatory Authority (Ref LIC/0312/151). 

5
 “A Revised Statement on Telecommunications Spectrum Release Plan”, Telecommunications Regulatory 

Authority (Ref LIC/0712/226). 

6
 “Second Revision of the Statement first issued by the Telecommunications Regulatory Authority in March 2012 

and subsequently revised in July 2012”, Telecommunications Regulatory Authority (Ref LIC/1112/294). 

7
 The TSRP is in keeping with the National Frequency Plan (“NFP”) which currently allocates the 2500-2579 

MHz and 2620-2690 MHz bands for mobile use, though with “major utilization” by Government. The NFP will be 
amended by the Radiocommunications Authority (as referred to in the Telecommunications Law) with input 
from the spectrum stakeholders to confirm that these bands shall be used exclusively for public mobile 
telecommunications. 
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Annex 1: Summary of responses received on the Consultation questions and the Authority’s conclusions 
 

 
1. This Annex summarizes and addresses the main comments received on the Consultation questions, contained in the submissions received from Batelco, 

GSA, Mena, Qualcomm, Viva and Zain.  
 

2. The Consultation questions were: 
 

Q1. Do you agree with the above objectives? If you disagree with any specific elements explain why. 
 
Q2. Please set out any variations or additional objectives you believe the Authority should consider in the award process and explain why they are 

relevant. 
 
Q3. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposal to award the Licences via an auction? If not, please set out why you believe another approach may 

be more appropriate and provide details of the alternative approach you would favour. 
 
Q4. Do you agree with the Authority’s approach to spectrum packaging? Are there other factors the Authority should consider to develop its 

approach to packaging?  If so, which ones and why? If not, please set out why you believe a different spectrum packaging option may be better 
and provide details of the alternative approach you favour. 

 
Q5. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposal to offer a single lot in the 900MHz band? If not, please set out why you believe a different spectrum 

packaging in this band may be better and provide details of the alternative approach you favour. 
 
Q6. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposal to offer two lots in the 1800MHz bands (i.e. one lot of 10MHz paired spectrum and one lot of 5MHz 

paired spectrum)? If not, please set out why you believe a different spectrum packaging in this band may be better and provide details of the 
alternative approach you favour. 

 
Q7. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposals to divide the available spectrum in the 1900MHz frequency band? If not, please state the reasons 

for your views and details of the alternative approach that you favour. 
 
Q8. Do you agree with Authority’s proposal to offer four lots of paired 5MHz in the 2100MHz band?  If not, please set out why you believe a different 

spectrum packaging in this band may be better and provide details of the alternative approach you favour. 
 
Q9. Do you agree with the proposed spectrum packaging in the 2600MHz band? If not, please set out why you believe a different spectrum 

packaging in this band may be better and provide details of the alternative approach you favour. 
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Q10. Do you agree with the proposed licence award process? If not please set out why you believe a different process may be better and provide 
details of the alternative process you favour. 

 
Q11. Please provide any comments on the proposed New Form Mobile Telecommunications Licence and associated Frequency Licence. 
 
Q12. Do you agree with the proposed pre-qualification criteria proposed to be applied in this award process? If not, please set out why you believe 

another set of prequalification criteria may be appropriate and provide details of the alternative that you would favour. 
 
Q13. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposal to award the available spectrum based on a SMRA auction format with a combination of generic and 

specific lots in the 2600 MHz band and specific, named lots in all other bands? If not, please set out why you believe another auction format 
may better and provide details of the alternative that you would favour. 

 
Q14. Do you agree that the level of reserve prices proposed by the Authority is appropriate? If not, please set out why you believe (including 

empirical evidence) other reserve prices would more closely meet the Authority’s objectives for this award. 
 
Q15. Do you agree that as part of this spectrum award process no spectrum needs to be reserved for potential new entrants? If you disagree please 

explain your reasoning. 
 
Q16. Do you agree that if the Authority adopts a global spectrum cap, this should apply only to paired spectrum in the 900, 1800, 2100 and 2600 

MHz bands, and should not apply to unpaired spectrum in the 1900 and 3500MHz bands? If you disagree please explain your reasoning and 
provide details of any alternative approach you would favour. 

 
Q17. Do you agree that a specific cap on the 900MHz band is not necessary? Please provide reasoning in support of your response and provide 

details of any alternative approach you would favour. 
 
Q18. Do you agree that a specific cap on the 1800MHz band and/or the 2100MHz band is not necessary? Please provide reasoning in support of 

your response and provide details of any alternative approach you would favour. 
 
Q19. Do you agree with the Authority’s proposal to impose a cap of 2*90MHz paired spectrum on a Licensee’s overall spectrum holdings across all 

frequency bands? If not, please set out why you believe another set of spectrum caps may be more appropriate and provide details of the 
alternative approach you would favour. 

 
Q20. Do you agree that given the Authority’s proposals on spectrum packaging, that specific spectrum floors are not necessary on any bands to 

avoid inefficient entry or spectrum fragmentation? If not, please set out why you believe spectrum floors may be desirable and what would be 
the appropriate level of spectrum floor.  
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Q21. Do you agree with the Authority’s stated principles, approach and resulting coverage obligations? If not, please set out an alternative approach 
or set of obligations (including any justification for the proposed alternatives). 

 
Q22. Do you disagree with any of the remaining licence obligations proposed for the Licences to be awarded in this auction? If so please set out 

which obligations you object to and detailed reasons as to why and provide details of any deletions or additions you would propose. 
 
Q23. Do you believe that subsequent to the licence award process it may be beneficial for the Authority to facilitate the reassignment of mobile 

spectrum holdings? 
 
Q24. Are there any other issues or factors that the Authority should take into account when awarding the Licences which confer the right to use 

spectrum in the Release Bands? 
 

3. The Authority has prepared this Annex following its consideration of all substantive comments received from all parties. 
 

 

Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

Introductory section 

 

All Incumbent 
Mobile 
Operators 
and Mena 

 

Treatment of potential new entrants  

As part of their submissions, the three Incumbent Mobile Operators and 
Mena expressed concerns about new entry – proposing that the 
process should be instead limited to either (i) the three Incumbent 
Mobile Operators only or (ii) the three Incumbent Mobile Operators and 
Mena.  

Several respondents stated that there was no need for further entry as 
the mobile market is already competitive, with one respondent stressing 
that it was currently one of the most competitive markets in the region. 
Given this, some respondents were concerned that any further entry 
would not lead to economic and social growth and may impact the 
financial viability of existing market players. 

Several respondents further believed that allowing for further entry 

 

 

The Authority notes the position of some respondents on the 
treatment of potential new entrants. The Authority further notes the 
differences between the respondents’ views on which of the 
licensees should be allowed to take part in the award process.  

The Authority has considered the state of the mobile market in the 
Kingdom. In particular, the Authority considered whether there exist 
sound reasons “to take any initiatives to attract additional entrants”, 
as provided in Article 7.1.2 of the Third NTP. The Consultation 
Document sets out the basis on which the Authority has concluded 
that it should not take affirmative initiatives to facilitate new entry, 
such as by reserving or setting aside spectrum in the designated 
frequencies for new entrants. Given the current state of the market, 
the Authority does not believe it would be appropriate to set aside 
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Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

would be inconsistent with the Third NTP as well as certain statements 
made by the Authority in respect of competition and international 
practices. In particular, respondents cited Article 6.1, Article 7.1 and 
Article 7.1.2 of the Third NTP and Article 3(b) and Article 3(f) of the 
Telecommunications Law. According to these respondents, the 
decision on whether to allow further entry to the mobile market would 
require a full assessment by the Authority in the form of a full market 
review (including public consultation). 

According to one respondent, new spectrum is needed by existing 
operators to meet current and future demand, which is expected to be 
significant given the explosive growth in demand in recent years. The 
respondent also stated that further analysis (such as the 2015 
Spectrum Review) is needed to better assess future spectrum 
requirements, and that encouraging potential new entry at this stage is 
not justified. 

Further, reference was made to the on-going constraints on obtaining 
mobile site approvals, limiting the ability of successful further entry 
occurring, as well as the potential implications for the sector’s longer 
term viability in the case of additional fixed costs being introduced to 
the market through further entry. The respondent stated that this was of 
particular concern, given the trends towards consolidation it observes 
elsewhere and the competitive nature of the sector in Bahrain.   

 

spectrum for a new entrant or to seek to assist a new entrant in any 
other way.  

However, the Authority considers that, it would not in general, and 
absent a justified reason, be appropriate or in the interests of 
Bahraini consumers to restrict artificially the tender to existing 
licensees only. Indeed, Article 3(b)(2) of the Telecommunications 
Law makes specific reference to the Authority’s duty to ”promote 
effective and fair competition among new and existing licensed 
operators”. The Authority disagrees with the interpretation of one of 
the respondents that the Third NTP prohibits further entry. As noted 
above, the Authority does not intend to actively assist new entry 
however it does not intend to prohibit it either. The Authority does 
not believe that there is anything within the Third NTP that restricts 
its ability to proceed with the proposed award process. 

A party/investor wishing to acquire spectrum should only normally 
do so if it expects to have a positive business case for acquiring the 
spectrum usage rights. If such investors/operators are able to utilise 
some of the spectrum lots more productively than others (and 
hence value the spectrum more than others) then they can in 
general be expected to make better use of the spectrum than other 
operators. In contrast, if Incumbent Mobile Operators’ valuations for 
the spectrum lots are higher, then the auction will result in no new 
entry.   

As part of the pre-qualification process, the Authority has required 
potential bidders to provide their business plans. This will enable 
the Authority to evaluate whether the business plan of any potential 
bidder is credible, and whether it can be expected to promote the 
economic interests of the Bahraini consumers and economy, and to 
take these considerations into account in coming to a final view on 
the qualification of all eligible bidders. Once the pre-qualification 
process is concluded, all qualified bidders (which are expected to 
include existing licensees) will then need to compete in the auction 
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Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

process, for the available spectrum. 

In case further entry does occur and the new licensee subsequently 
fails to successfully establish itself in the market, the licence could 
be revoked and the spectrum rights returned to the Authority. The 
Authority would then decide on whether and how to allocate that 
spectrum. The Authority notes that this situation may not 
necessarily only apply to the case of a new entrant failing, but 
indeed to any licensee.     

In reaching its conclusion, the Authority also considered the risk of 
excessive spectrum fragmentation preventing licensees from 
offering effective Post 3G services. However, given existing 
spectrum holdings, and the Authority’s proposals on spectrum 
packaging and the ability to trade spectrum, the Authority does not 
expect the award process to result in such an outcome, even if 
some spectrum lots are obtained by new licensees. 

 Treatment of the band 1905 – 1920 MHz In light of the responses received in respect of the1900MHz band, 
the Authority has decided not to release this band as part of the 
current award process. This is primarily due to uncertainty 
concerning how this band is to be used in the future and the likely 
availability of terminal devices.  A number of submissions in 
response to the Consultation Document have informed the Authority 
that the European Commission and the CEPT are investigating 
alternative uses for spectrum in the 1900 MHz band. In addition, the 
ITU and administrations around the world are addressing the future 
need for additional spectrum resources for mobile broadband, 
which may include this band. The outcome of such ITU studies is 
ideally required before deciding whether to release spectrum which 
embraces the band 1905 – 1920 MHz. 

The Authority also notes that spectrum in the 1900 MHz band has 
previously been available to operators in Bahrain, although to date 
interest in the band has been minimal. 
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Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

For the above reasons, the Authority considers there is a risk that 
the true value of this spectrum will not be realised at this time. The 
Authority has therefore decided to withdraw the 1900 MHz band 
from the current award process.  The Authority expects to consider 
its approach to this spectrum band as part of a Spectrum Review to 
determine the Kingdom’s public mobile spectrum needs which is 
expected to be completed during 2015.  

The remainder of this Consultation Report therefore focuses on the 
remaining bands that formed part of the Consultation (i.e. 900, 
1800, 2100 and 2600 MHz) that will be released as part of this 
award process. 

Operator-specific responses   

Batelco   

 The Authority’s objectives -  Questions 1 & 2 

Batelco is of the view that the Authority’s objectives for the award need 
to take broader policy objectives into account. In particular, it does not 
believe that the Kingdom’s primary regulatory objectives to preserve 
and enhance the competitive position of Bahrain are met by opening up 
the market to new entrants.  

Batelco also stated concerns relating to the reference to Article 7.1.3 of 
the Third NTP that the Kingdom “directly benefits financially from any 
allocations, at levels that properly reflect the scarcity value of the 
allocated part of the radio spectrum”. In Batelco’s view, high prices for 
spectrum would feed through to high prices for consumers, low market 
take up and inefficient investment - all counter to the Authority's 
standing objectives. 

Further to the above, Batelco recommended that the Authority should 
also consider the following two objectives: (i) to facilitate investment in 
improved infrastructure and capabilities and (ii) to recognise the historic 

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s comments on the objectives for the 
award.  

In responding, the Authority refers to Section 3.3.2 of the 
Consultation Document, setting out the Authority’s objectives for 
both the sector and the award process. 

The Authority believes that the Kingdom’s wider objective of 
preserving and enhancing its competitive position is achieved by 
enabling Post 3G services to be launched in the Kingdom on a 
competitive basis as soon as possible (with the latter representing 
the Authority’s objective for the award – see Section 3.3 of the 
Consultation Document).     

As spectrum is a scarce resource, there is an opportunity cost 
associated with it (i.e. the value derived by another potential user if 
it were to be allocated the spectrum or the value of not allocating 
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Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

role of telecommunications as an engine of economic growth and 
relative competitiveness.  

 

the spectrum). Ensuring an efficient allocation, taking into account 
the value of the spectrum and the efficient economic and technical 
use of the spectrum therefore represents a common objective in 
spectrum award processes. A bidder’s valuation of the spectrum will 
take into account the benefits it expects to obtain from it and, as 
discussed further below (in response to Question 3), the most 
transparent and effective way to reveal bidders’ spectrum 
valuations is through a competitive auction process.  
 
An efficient and transparent allocation of spectrum to the user that 
values it most will be conducive to efficient investment in the sector. 
In turn, this will support the development of the sector.   
 
The Authority does not expect that payments made to acquire 
spectrum in the auction will be passed on to consumers, since 
these are one-off payments that cannot be expected to be 
determinative of the prices of mobile services in the future in a 
competitive market.   

Therefore the Authority considers that its objectives, as stated in the 
Consultation Document, remain valid and complete.   

 Award process design - Question 3 

Batelco opposes the use of an auction mechanism for the award of 
Post 3G spectrum as it believes this would create either the risk of 
spectrum prices being at a level inconsistent with the market 
opportunity and the costs of service provision; or the risk of preventing 
licensees who are otherwise efficient competitors in the market from 
obtaining sufficient spectrum to provide Post 3G services. According to 
Batelco, both these risks could arise from potential over-bidding in an 
auction, driven by a participant’s intent on denying others access to 
spectrum. 

At the same time, Batelco acknowledged that the SMRA format is 

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s preference for a managed 
assignment process, in particular in the context of only the three 
existing Incumbent Mobile Operators participating in the process.  

The Authority remains of the view that a managed assignment 
process is not consistent with its objectives for this award process. 
As set out in the Consultation Document, the Authority considers it 
unlikely that a managed assignment process would result in an 
efficient allocation of the spectrum. This risk is particularly 
pronounced given the range, diversity and quantity of spectrum 
made available during this award. As such, the managed 
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Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

regarded as a generally efficient and effective means of awarding and 
valuing spectrum, as long as adequate safeguards, such as appropriate 
lot sizes and spectrum caps, are in place. 

Instead, Batelco preferred the available spectrum to be allocated based 
on a "managed assignment" process. In particular, Batelco states that if 
the award is limited to the three current Incumbent Mobile Operators 
(as argued by Batelco – see below), a managed assignment process 
would be the most efficient way of allocating the spectrum, whilst 
ensuring that all licensees receive sufficient spectrum to deploy LTE 
services.  

According to Batelco, this approach would further allow the Authority to 
allocate the spectrum based on fair and reasonable spectrum prices, 
which could be reliably derived from a market assessment with input 
from licensee business plans. 

assignment process would not be consistent with the Authority’s 
objective to ensure that spectrum is used efficiently and that 
services are provided efficiently.  

The Authority also considers that the risk of an auction participant 
denying others access to spectrum is mitigated through the 
Authority’s proposed spectrum cap, which limits the aggregation of 
spectrum.  

While Batelco suggests that spectrum caps can be seen as anti-
competitive, the Authority considers that appropriate caps serve to 
promote competition by limiting undue market power through the 
concentration of spectrum holdings. Such caps are commonly 
applied by authorities in other countries in similar circumstances. 

In the Authority’s view a managed assignment approach may not be 
sufficiently transparent, as it requires considerable judgement on 
behalf of the Authority. It is not clear how spectrum prices would be 
determined under Batelco’s managed assignment process. The 
Authority, absent a justified reason, in general prefers an approach 
where market players determine this, based on their assessment of 
market opportunities in Bahrain. A managed assignment process 
thus has many drawbacks that an auction process does not have.  

The Authority considers that a managed assignment process, 
absent some clear mechanism for achieving completion and 
spectrum allocations within a specified time, would be unpredictable 
in terms of duration. Such a process would also appear to heighten 
the risk of legal challenges, absent clarity on the criteria and 
mechanism for awarding spectrum, in case of disagreement 
amongst the three incumbent mobile operators.  

The Authority also notes that, since the current regime in Bahrain 
allows spectrum trading, were two or more of the Successful 
Bidders in the auction to mutually wish to exchange spectrum 
subsequent to the auction, they could do so, subject to the 
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Authority’s approval. 

Thus, in line with its views set out in the Consultation Document, 
the Authority considers that adopting an auction format would help 
to achieve the Authority’s objectives for this award process, whilst 
also being in line with international best practice for the assignment 
of mobile spectrum. In particular, an auction is likely to ensure an 
efficient allocation of the spectrum. Depending on its design, an 
auction can also reflect the complementarity and substitutability of 
different spectrum lots. This is particularly important under a multi-
band spectrum release, as planned in Bahrain. Further, being a 
rules-driven process, auctions are generally considered a 
transparent means of assigning spectrum – in line with the 
Authority’s objective for the assignment process.  

Therefore the Authority does not plan to explicitly prevent any 
further parties from participating in the award process, subject, 
however, to those parties satisfying the pre-qualification criteria 
(see also the response to comments on Question 10). Given this, 
the Authority remains of the view that an auction represents the 
most appropriate approach for awarding the spectrum under 
consideration.  

 Spectrum packaging - Questions 4 – 9  

Batelco is broadly in agreement with the Authority's proposals on 
spectrum packaging, but has commented on the Authority’s proposed 
packaging in specific bands. 

 Batelco agrees with the Authority’s proposal for the 900MHz, 
1800MHz

8
 and 2100MHz bands, subject to there being a 

specific spectrum cap in the 1800MHz band (see response to 
Question 18 below).  

 

The Authority thanks Batelco for its comments on the proposed 
spectrum packaging and for suggesting alternative packaging 
options in selected bands.  

The Authority does not share Batelco’s view on the appropriate 
packaging in the 2600MHz band. Although 2*20MHz of contiguous 
spectrum may be “optimal”’ for deploying LTE services in this band, 
the Authority remains of the view that its packaging proposal (i.e. 

                                                 
8
 The Authority set out two spectrum packaging options for the 1800MHz band and stated a preference for one of them (i.e. offering one lot of 2*10MHz and one lot of 2*5MHz).   
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 In Batelco’s view, the 1900MHz spectrum should be offered as 
three lots of 5MHz to provide flexibility to bidders. 

 Batelco proposed to divide the 2600MHz spectrum into three 
lots of 2*20MHz and one lot of 2*10MHz, as 2*20MHz is the 
optimum spectrum block size for LTE technology to maximize 
data throughput rates. Batelco further proposes a spectrum 
cap of 2*30MHz in this band (see response to Question 18 
below). 

two lots of 2*20MHz and three lots of 2*10MHz) in conjunction with 
its auction rules would provide more flexibility to all bidders, whilst 
still allowing up to three bidders to obtain 2*20MHz of contiguous 
spectrum in this band and guaranteeing all holders contiguous 
spectrum.

9
 

Please refer to the Authority’s comments in the Introductory section, 
(Treatment of the band 1905 – 1920 MHz) and see the Authority’s 
response to Questions 4-9 in the Qualcomm section on its final 
position on the 1900MHz spectrum.  

 Licence award process - Question 10 

Further to its responses to Questions 3, 12 and 14, Batelco expressed 
concerns on the terms of the Invitation to Tender. In particular, Batelco 
considered the ITT to be an integral part of the Consultation process 
(and the proposed Licences). As such, and to ensure openness and 
transparency of the overall award process, Batelco stated that the 
upcoming ITT should only contain terms and conditions that have 
already been consulted upon in this Consultation.  

 

The Consultation Document set out the key policy issues, provided 
an overview of the proposed award process and presented drafts of 
the proposed revised Licences. This has allowed interested parties 
to comment on the substantive elements of the award process. As 
the material terms and conditions have been addressed in the 
Consultation, in accordance with Article 3(f) of the 
Telecommunications Law, the Authority considers that it has 
consulted appropriately.   

Based on the responses received, the Authority has finalised the 
award process design and draft Licence documents. Details of the 
award process, the process timetable, the auction rules and draft 
Licence documents are set out in the ITT, available on the 
Authority’s website. This process is in line with the approach taken 
in previous award processes where the Authority did not consult on 
a draft ITT.   

 Draft Licences - Question 11 

See Batelco's response to Question 22 and 24. Batelco further 

 

The Authority has reviewed Batelco’s comments on the draft 

                                                 
9
 The only exception to this would be in the case of one bidder winning both 2*20MHz lots in this band. 
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submitted detailed comments on the draft Licences as an annex to its 
submission.  

licences and has taken these into account when preparing the final 
draft Licences, appended to the ITT.  

The Authority’s responses to any comments received on the draft 
Licences are set out in Annex 2. 

 Pre-qualification criteria - Question 12 

Batelco stated that the pre-qualification requirements set out in the 
Consultation Document were extremely brief and not clearly defined or 
quantified. It further stated that they also appear substantially lower 
than those applied to previous TRA spectrum releases and relative to 
international standards. As such, Batelco would expect further definition 
of the pre-qualification criteria to be developed in later stages of the 
Consultation process, and would expect to further comment on the 
criteria to be applied. 

Further, in the event that further entry is permitted in the award process 
(which Batelco opposes), then, Batelco stated that these criteria need 
to be augmented by an assessment of the impact which the prospective 
entrants' business plans will have on the competitiveness and 
profitability of the mobile services market.  

 

The Consultation Document provided an overview of the pre-
qualification process and principles applied within the process. 
Further details on the pre-qualification criteria are set out in the ITT. 

The requirements are based on those contained in previous award 
processes in Bahrain (and international practice); taking into 
account the range of likely applicants in this award process and the 
amount and type of spectrum made available, whilst also being 
based on the Authority’s general licensing criteria.    

With respect to Batelco’s final point, one of the purposes of the pre-
qualification phase is for the Authority to assess whether 
prequalifying a bidder’s participation in the market will be in the 
interest of Bahraini subscribers and users and otherwise compatible 
with the Telecommunications Law, other relevant laws and 
regulations of the Kingdom, and the Authority’s objectives as set out 
in Section 3.3 of the Consultation Document.   

 Auction format - Question 13 

Further to its responses to Question 3 and Question 9 above, Batelco 
made the following comments on the Authority’s proposed use of 
generic and specific lots across the frequency bands offered: 

 2600MHz. Batelco proposed offering three lots of 2*20MHz 
(rather than two) in this band. These should be offered as 
generic lots (because these are almost substitutable) and the 
remaining single lot of 2*10MHz should be offered as a specific 

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s proposal on the use of generic and 
specific lots in the award process, in particular, its support for the 
use of specific lots in all frequency bands, other than the 2600MHz 
band. 

The Authority further welcomes the alternative proposal for the 
2600MHz band. However, given the Authority’s decision on 
spectrum packaging in this band (see response to Questions 4-9 
above), Batelco’s option of generic and specific lots is not 
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lot.  

 All other bands. Batelco agreed with the Authority’s proposal to 
offer all lots in the remaining bands as specific lots, as this 
would allow bidders to fairly judge their future value as part of 
contiguous spectrum holdings. 

applicable.  

 Reserve prices – Question 14 

Batelco agreed with the Authority’s objectives for setting the reserve 
prices, as set out Section 6.4 of the Consultation Document. However, 
it considers the reserve prices proposed by the Authority to be too high, 
and as such, considers that they may limit the potential for effective 
price discovery in a SMRA auction. 

As part of its submissions, Batelco presented its own benchmarked 
reserve prices.  

Based on the evidence presented, Batelco concluded that the 
Authority’s proposed reserve prices were too high and should be 
reduced to the mean values of the reserve prices presented.  

Batelco stated that these reductions were particularly important 
because many of the auction benchmarks used by both Batelco and the 
Authority were based on markets where no service licence fees related 
to gross revenue or substantial annual frequency fees were also 
payable, unlike the current and proposed regime in Bahrain.  

 

Given Batelco’s comments and those of other respondents on the 
setting of reserve prices, the Authority wishes to set out again the 
details on the methodology used in its benchmarking analysis. 

 As set out in Annex C of the Consultation Document, the 
benchmarking analysis was based on a sample of 25 
European and seven non-European auctions between 2008 
and 2012, offering spectrum across all bands on offer in the 
upcoming award. 

 Reserve prices from these auctions were converted into 
EUR/MHz/Pop, using GDP PPP exchange rates where 
these rates were available. 

 Prices were converted to current prices, and adjusted to the 
equivalent price for a 15 year licence as proposed in 
Bahrain. 

 The proposed reserve prices were then set having regard 
to the average reserve prices in each band across these 
auctions and to contextual factors specific to Bahrain (such 
as, likely demand). 

The Authority notes that Batelco only provided limited details on the 
approach taken to its benchmarking analysis. Having reviewed the 
available information and the benchmarking results, the Authority 
has the following concerns about the presented analysis.  

 Sample size and composition. The Authority notes that 
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Batelco’s analysis is based on a small sample of four to ten 
auctions, all of which took place in Europe only.  

 Adjustment factors.  It appears that Batelco’s analysis may 
not account for inflation, the differences in GDP between 
countries, and the differences in the length of the spectrum 
licences offered across the sampled auctions. 

However, having carefully considered the submissions by all 
respondents with regard to the setting of reserve prices, the 
Authority has decided to set the following reserve prices in the 
auction (see table below).  

These revised reserve prices have been derived taking into account 
the observed ratios of average adjusted reserve prices across the 
relevant frequency bands contained in the Authority’s and 
respondents’ benchmarking analyses, as well as the spectrum 
availability in different frequency bands (in particular the 800MHz 
band) within the analysed countries and contextual factors.  

Frequency band Reserve price per lot  

900 MHz BD 1.68million for 2*5.6MHz 

 

1800 MHz 
BD 0.75 million for 2*5MHz 

BD 1.5 million for 2*10MHz 

 

2100 MHz BD 0.4 million for 2*5MHz 

 

2600 MHz 
BD 0.4 million for 2*10MHz 

BD 0.8 million for 2*20MHz 
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 Treatment of potential new entrants - Question 15 

See introductory section above.  

 

See introductory section above. 

 Spectrum caps - Questions 16-19 

Batelco agreed, in principle, with the reasons for introducing spectrum 
caps, as set out in the Consultation. However, it made the following 
remarks on the Authority’s proposed spectrum caps: 

 According to Batelco, any global spectrum cap should also 
include current holdings in the 3500MHz.

10
 

 1800MHz and 2600MHz. Batelco expressed concern that 
under the Authority’s current proposal, there could be a risk 
that the majority of the available spectrum in LTE capable 
bands (i.e. 1800 and 2600MHz bands) could be acquired by a 
single market participant. As such, Batelco proposed to impose 
a specific cap of 2*25MHz on spectrum holdings in the 
1800MHz band and 2*30MHz in the 2600 MHz band. Each of 
these caps would apply to spectrum held following the award 
process. 

 900MHz and 2100MHz. Batelco agreed with the Authority’s 
proposal not to impose a cap on either the 900MHz or 
2100MHz spectrum holdings.     

 

The Authority welcomes Batelco’s comments on the proposed 
spectrum caps. It responds as follows: 

 Global spectrum cap. The Authority disagrees with Batelco 
on the need to include 3500MHz spectrum holdings in the 
global cap. In this award process, spectrum caps aim to 
prevent a possible situation whereby one licensee could 
gain a significant competitive advantage such that it 
precludes others from competing in the market. Whilst the 
Authority accepts that 3500MHz spectrum can be used for 
mobile services, it appears unlikely that this spectrum could 
be used to the same extent as the spectrum bands included 
in the auction, due to the limited availability of the required 
handsets and equipment. 

 1800MHz and 2600MHz. The Authority notes Batelco’s 
concern and its proposed spectrum caps for these bands. 
However, for the reasons set out in the Consultation 
Document, the Authority considers that no band-specific 
spectrum cap would be required in these two bands. Given 
existing spectrum holdings, the total amount of spectrum 
being made available, the global spectrum cap and other 
process rules, all qualified bidders should have the 

                                                 
10

 This was due to the following reasons: (i) The 3500GHz band is identified as an IMT band by the ITU and covered by 3GPP (Band 42) standards; (ii) it is identified by the GSM Association as 
one of the priority bands it proposes for consideration at WRC-15 for future mobile broadband services (as agreed at WRC-12, per resolution 233); (iii) there is the potential for equipment in 
this band to become more affordable as it becomes more flexibly utilised in other markets (with differing band plans / regulatory regimes); (iv) in Bahrain,  3500MHz spectrum is in the hands of 
two operators only; and (v) the Authority has recently amended the Licences of the current NFWS licence holders (Zain and Mena) by removing the mobility restrictions that had previously 
applied in respect of the provision of services in this band. 
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opportunity to acquire sufficient spectrum to deploy LTE.  

 900MHz and 2100MHz. The Authority notes Batelco’s 
agreement on not having to impose a spectrum cap in 
these bands. 

 Spectrum floors - Question 20 

Batelco stated that, absent new entrants, spectrum floors would not be 
required.  

 

Noted. Given the Authority’s decision to allow (qualified) potential 
new entrants to participate in the award process, Batelco’s 
response provides no guidance on the application of spectrum 
floors in that context. However, taking into consideration all 
responses received on this matter, the Authority has decided not to 
impose any spectrum floors.   

 Coverage obligations - Question 21 

Batelco raised several concerns in respect of the Authority’s proposed 
coverage obligations. 

 Data throughput requirements. Batelco considered a 
throughput related obligation as not appropriate, since, 
according to Batelco, throughput is technically dependant on 
the properties of a mobile network. Batelco further stated that 
throughput is also affected by network elements beyond a 
mobile network operator’s control (such as location of the 
server overseas). As users would also cross over from 
technology (e.g. LTE to 3G), Batelco argued it would be 
impractical to set an "LTE-only" throughput level. Batelco 
pointed out that the Third NTP already sets throughput 
standards for consumers on the fixed side for the National 
Broadband Network.  

 Nationwide licensees versus selective deployments. Batelco 
considered the proposed threshold for coverage obligations of 
30MHz of paired spectrum holdings across the 900, 1800, 2100 

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s comments and responds as follows: 

 Data throughput. The Authority would like to stress that no 
data throughput requirements will be imposed on licensees 
at this point in time, as it expects the market to deliver 
competitive higher speed mobile broadband services. 
However, as stated in paragraph 196 of the Consultation 
Document, the Authority will conduct regular reviews of the 
availability and competitiveness of these services and may 
impose regulatory obligations on licensees going forward, if 
the Authority considers that the market alone has not 
achieved this objective. In conducting such an assessment, 
the Authority expects that the market will provide 
competitive high-speed mobile broadband services using 
widely deployed technologies with a peak downlink data 
rate capability of at least 50Mbps. If this is not achieved as 
a result of market forces, the Authority may be minded to 
adopt a regulation setting a data throughput requirement 
with the aim of encouraging the delivery of high quality data 
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and 2600MHz bands to be too high. Batelco argues that this 
threshold could allow ‘quasi-full scale’ mobile providers to enter 
the market with significantly less onerous licence terms than 
those of existing licensees. Batelco continued that, if the 
intention was to allow coverage relaxation for a niche provider 
business model (which Batelco did not support), this could be 
achieved via a smaller spectrum holding threshold than that 
proposed.  

 Definition of service speeds for nationwide licensees. Batelco 
requested clarification on whether the proposed 99% 
population coverage obligation is linked to a specific speed of 
service (as per paragraph 193 of the Consultation Document), 
and whether the service speeds referred to in paragraph 197 
refer to the regular reviews referred to in paragraph 196 and 
are not required as a new licence condition. 

 High speed mobile broadband service availability tests. Batelco 
considered the "high speed mobile broadband service 
availability tests", proposed in paragraph 196, to be unduly 
onerous, specifically with regards to the minimum user data 
rate at 80% population coverage, since this is not a "peak" 
technology capable speed, but an apparent offered grade of 
service. Batelco stated that dimensioning a network to deliver 
such speeds would entail trade-offs that would limit the number 
of simultaneous users per cell, in effect over-dimensioning the 
network relative to the actual likely deployment scenarios. 
Batelco was of the view that this would be particularly the case 
should only 2*10MHz of the minimum 2*30MHz be utilised for 
LTE (given the current usage of 1800MHz for GSM and/or 3G 
services for existing customers with non-LTE devices).  

Batelco further noted that where regulators have applied a technology 
linked data download rate, these have been set alongside wide area 
coverage requirements that: (i) are based on much lower data rates; (ii) 

services in Bahrain. The specification of data throughput 
requirements is intended to assess the user experience 
using the range of technologies and spectrum used by the 
operator. This necessarily includes all aspects of service 
delivery. 

Although a combination of technologies is used in the 
network, for compliance testing purposes it is possible for 
test equipment to isolate the throughput of connections 
using LTE technology. 

The Authority notes that it is possible to perform specific 
tests to differentiate between access network speed and 
service throughput in a user orientated manner. However, 
any such tests and resulting quality of service requirements 
will be addressed as part of any potential review of the 
quality of service regulation. 

 Coverage obligation threshold. In light of the feedback 
received, the Authority has reviewed the proposed 
threshold for coverage obligations.  

The Authority has considered the amount and type of 
spectrum required to be an effective nationwide voice and 
data operator. Such an operator would need sufficient 
spectrum to be able to:  

o Offer competitive services - It is likely that due to 
their existing spectrum holdings, Incumbent Mobile 
Operators will be able to deploy LTE carriers based 
on 2*20MHz of spectrum following the award and 
will be able to achieve a nationwide coverage. 
However, any other operator considering a strategy 
of deploying LTE based on 2600MHz only, will 
need to be able to adopt a multi-layer approach to 
network deployment, which allows operators to 
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have (actually) wider coverage requirements than 80% of population 
coverage, and typically focused on rural/not-spot rollouts to address 
universal service goals; (iii) are applied selectively to spectrum bands, 
and not necessarily to all packages in a band; and (iv) are typically 
applied to lower frequencies, such as 800MHz and 900MHz (with which 
wide area coverage is more practically achieved). 

provide targeted capacity in areas of high 
congestion whilst maintaining wide area coverage 
(on a second network layer). This suggests that at 
least a further 2*10MHz of spectrum in the 
2600MHz is necessary for deployment on another 
layer, in order to be able to offer a competitive 
voice and data service nationwide. 

o Provide services at low unit costs – To achieve low 
unit costs an operator needs to have the 
economies of scale that arise from a substantial 
market share. To support such market share an 
operator would need, for example, to be able to 
deploy high capacity per site to improve trunking for 
high bandwidth services and minimise the number 
of sites required. This suggests that an operator 
offering national services should have more than 
2*20MHz if spectrum holdings are not to become a 
barrier to achieving national roll out. 

The Authority considers therefore that it is very likely that 
more than 2*20MHz of spectrum in the 2600MHz band 
would be required in order to provide competitive higher 
speed mobile services on a national level (see also Zain’s 
response to Question 21 below). This is also consistent 
with the valuations placed on this spectrum band relative to 
others, as reflected in the reserve and actual prices for 
different spectrum bands. 

Given the above, the coverage obligations will apply to all 
Licensees which have either (i) at least 2*20MHz in the 
2600MHz bands or (ii) hold any spectrum in the other 
Release Bands. Each Licensee facing a coverage 
obligation would be required to achieve a roll-out that would 
enable access to mobile services (voice and data) to at 
least 99% of the population in the Kingdom. Incumbent 
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Mobile Operators will be given nine months to comply with 
this obligation whereas others will have to comply within 
two years.    

 Clarification on service speed requirement. As stated, 
above, the coverage obligation will apply to both voice and 
data mobile services. The service speeds referred to in 
paragraph 197 of the Consultation Document refer to the 
regular reviews the Authority intends to undertake going 
forward, as referred to in paragraph 196 of the Consultation 
Document. However, they do not constitute obligations at 
this point in time. 

 High speed mobile broadband service availability tests. The 
Authority notes Batelco’s comments on the data throughput 
rates set out in the Consultation Document. As stated 
above, the Authority would like to stress that no data 
throughput requirements will be imposed on Licensees at 
this point in time. However, the Authority expects market 
forces to deliver competitive high-speed mobile broadband 
services using widely deployed technology with a peak 
downlink data rate capability of at least 50 Mbps.  

 Remaining Licence conditions - Question 22 

Batelco provided both comments on the remaining Licence obligations 
set out in the Consultation Document in an annex and general 
comments on the proposed new Licences. The majority of comments 
are covered as part of Annex 2 of this Consultation Report, with the 
exception of the two issues below. 

Coverage and throughput requirements 

 Batelco recommended not imposing a requirement for 
licensees to have to publish network coverage maps on their 
website (as alluded to in Article 8.2.1, paragraph 198 (e) of the 

 

Annex 2 sets out the Authority’s responses to the comments 
received on the draft Licences.  Below the Authority responds to 
those remaining comments by Batelco which are not covered in 
Annex 2 

 Network coverage maps. The Authority notes Batelco’s 
preference for not having to publish network coverage 
maps. However, Batelco has not provided any reasoning 
for its preference. As such, and given that it is standard 
practice internationally to require publication, the Authority 
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Consultation Document.  

Frequency Licence Fees 

 Batelco recommended that, in the event of an auction, no 
further annual spectrum fees should be levied on the post-3G 
award licensees. According to Batelco, this would ensure that 
the full spectrum value is recovered through the process. 

remains in favour of this requirement.  

 Frequency licence fees. The Authority notes Batelco’s 
recommendation not to levy any annual frequency licence 
fees on Modified IMTL holders. This fee relates to the on-
going administrative costs of managing the spectrum, 
rather than the rights to use this spectrum. As such, the 
annual fees will be applicable to the Frequency Licence 
associated with any Modified IMTL. For further details, 
please refer to the Authority’s schedule of fees.

11
 

 Spectrum trading - Question 23 

Batelco supported the principle of spectrum trading to allow the 
rationalisation of spectrum holdings, subject to a simple approval by the 
Authority.  

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s support of the Authority’s proposal.  

 Other issues to be considered - Question 24 

Batelco raised the following further issues which it considers of 
relevance to this award process: 

 Interference. Given the on-going issues with interference on its 
existing spectrum holdings, Batelco suggested that any new 
frequency licence must carry a commitment by the Authority to 
provide "clean" spectrum and to provide rebates of licence fees 
to reflect the reduced utility of spectrum subject to harmful 
interference.  

 MVNO policy. Batelco requested an update on the Authority’s 
policy position on MVNOs (i.e. whether its current approach of 
not mandating MVNOs as a regulatory requirement, but to 
allow these arrangements on a commercial basis, would 
continue to apply going forward). Batelco further stated that any 

 

The Authority notes Batelco’s statement on the three issues which it 
considers of relevance to the award process.  

 Interference The Authority is aware of interference in 
Incumbent Mobile Operators’ current spectrum holdings in 
the 900 and 1800MHz bands. It would like to assure 
Batelco that it is undertaking all reasonable efforts to 
ensure that any awarded spectrum would not be subject to 
harmful interference in accordance with national 
procedures as well as regional and international 
agreements.  

 MVNO policy The Authority’s policy in relation to MVNOs as 
set out in the 2008 Strategic Review stands.  

                                                 
11 “Telecommunications Regulatory Authority’s Schedule of Fees for 2010”, Telecommunications Regulatory Authority (Resolution No. 3 of 2010) 
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position should be stated in the ITT. 

 Batelco's Government shareholding. Batelco stressed the 
importance of the Authority taking account of Batelco’s current 
ownership structure when preparing the pre-qualification 
criteria, so as to avoid Batelco being inadvertently excluded 
from the award process if another government agency or 
licensee is invited to bid. 

 Batelco's Government shareholding. In line with previous 
award processes, the pre-qualification criteria have been 
designed to ensure that, amongst others, no party has a 
material interest in any two bidders. This requirement is 
important to ensure that all bidders bid independently and 
to limit the likelihood of any one party acquiring multiple 
licences which could result in a lessening of competition. If 
any government agency were to submit an application to 
participate in this award process that failed to meet the 
material interest requirement, the Authority would have the 
discretion to waive the provision based on its review of the 
exact relationship between the agency and Batelco’s 
shareholders in order to assess the risk of any lessening in 
competition as a result of it.  

   

GSA   

 The Authority’s objectives - Question 1 and 2 

GSA agreed with the Authority’s stated objectives and had no further 
objectives to add.  

 

Noted 

 Award process design - Question 3 

GSA agreed with the Authority’s proposal to award the Licences via an 
auction. 

 

Noted 

 Spectrum packaging - Questions 4 – 9  

GSA generally supported lot sizes in the auction of 2*5MHz. It further 
agreed with the proposal to offer a single lot of 2*5.6MHz) in the 900 
MHz band. 

 

The Authority thanks GSA for its feedback on its proposed 
spectrum packaging. With the exception of the 1800 and 2600MHz 
bands, all spectrum will be offered as 2*5MHz lots. As further 
elaborated in its Consultation Document, when determining the 
spectrum packaging, the Authority has taken into account the 
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minimum block size from a technical consideration (i.e. 2*5MHz) 
and then reviewed the merits of aggregating the resulting lots in any 
particular frequency band, taking into account technical and other 
considerations. This has led to the decision to provide large lots in 
the 1800 and 2600MHz frequency bands.        

 Award process, draft Licences, reserve prices, auction format, 
treatment of further entry - Questions 10 – 15 

GSA had no comments on the issues raised under Question 10 to 
Question 15. 

 

 

Noted. 

 Spectrum caps & floors  - Questions 16 – 20 

In response to the Authority’s proposed spectrum caps, GSA 
responded that, as a general principle, spectrum caps should be 
avoided so as not to artificially limit the growth of broadband services. 

The GSA made no comments with respect to the need for spectrum 
floors. 

 

The Authority notes GSA’s preference for not imposing any 
spectrum caps, but disagrees with this view, in the context of this 
award process in Bahrain.  

As set out in paragraph 7.2.1 of the Consultation Document, given 
the current asymmetries in spectrum holdings and the amount of 
spectrum being offered in this auction, not imposing any cap could 
potentially result in a significant concentration of spectrum which 
would distort competition in the downstream market. 

The global spectrum cap of 2*90MHz across the entire Release 
Band aims to prevent such concentration whilst still enabling 
licensees to acquire sufficient spectrum to service existing 
customers and deploy LTE going forward.  

 Coverage & other obligations - Questions 21 – 22 

The GSA did not comment on the proposed licence obligations. 

 

Noted. 

 Spectrum trading - Question 23 

According to the GSA, spectrum trading is supported where benefits to 
consumers can be demonstrated and operational efficiencies can be 

 

Noted. 
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realized, all within a wholly transparent process. 

 Question 24 

The GSA had no further comments. 

 

Noted. 

   

Mena
12

 

 

 The proposed award process 

Mena disagreed with the award process (i.e. auction) proposed by the 
Authority as it believes it is skewed towards highest bid prices at the 
cost of quality and real investment in the country's infrastructure. 
Instead, Mena suggested that a reasonable, fair and transparent price 
should be set against each spectrum block and made available to the 
four spectrum holders only (Mena, Viva, Zain and Batelco).  

 

The Authority notes Mena’s preference for a managed assignment 
process, where the spectrum to be released would be made 
available to Batelco, Mena, Viva and Zain only.  

See introductory section above in relation to the Authority’s 
response on new entry. 

The Authority remains of the view that an auction represents the 
most appropriate approach for awarding the spectrum under 
consideration. A well designed auction will ensure that the relevant 
spectrum is awarded to the party that values it most, given its 
expected use of it. This commonly reveals the value of the licence 
opportunity and associated spectrum rights.  

The Authority further notes the differences between the 
respondents’ views on which licensee should be allowed to take 
part in any managed assignment process. The Authority considers 
this as a further indication that a managed assignment process is 
not desirable in this context.    

 

 Spectrum packaging 

Mena stated a preference for packaging the spectrum into smaller lots 

 

The Authority thanks Mena for commenting on the proposed 
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 In its submission, Mena did not respond to individual Consultation questions, but instead structured its response around sections of the Consultation Document. This is reflected in the below.  
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as this would allow small to medium operators to obtain limited 
spectrum; and thus, according to Mena, this would lead to diversified 
investment opportunities in the mobile market. 

spectrum packaging. With the exception of the 1800 and 2600MHz 
bands, all spectrum will be offered as 2*5MHz lots (see the 
Authority’s response to GSA’s comment on Question 4-9 for further 
details).      

 Reserve prices 

Although agreeing to the underlying rationale for imposing reserve 
prices, Mena did not consider the reserve prices set out in the 
Consultation Document to have been set “with reference to an estimate 
of the spectrum's market value with a discount applied". According to 
Mena, the reserve prices for a small penetrated market such as Bahrain 
should be set relatively low, and specifically at the lower end of the 
Authority’s benchmarked ranges. 

Concerning the Authority’s proposed level of reserve prices and 
supporting evidence, Mena had the following observations. 

 In general, Mena was of the view that informing reserve prices 
based on international benchmarking is not a sufficient 
justification for the high reserve prices proposed by the 
Authority.  

 Mena requested information on the country sample and time 
period underlying the Authority’s benchmarking analysis. 
According to Mena, clarity on both factors would inform on the 
applicability of the sample to the context of Bahrain and which 
price points should be used as a reference for setting reserve 
prices in Bahrain.  

 Mena requested further clarification on the "contextual factors", 
referred to in paragraph 134 of the Consultation Document and 
the Authority’s assumption on the "likely demand for spectrum 
in each band in Bahrain" which was taken into account when 
determining reserve prices.  

 Mena further set out its proposed range of reserve price for the 

 

The Authority welcomes Mena’s agreement with the rationale for 
reserve prices, and its feedback on the reserve prices proposed in 
the Consultation Document. 

In response to Mena’s concerns surrounding the proposed level of 
reserves prices, the Authority makes the following comments: 

 Information on the sample used and the time period 
underlying the benchmarking analysis, as well as the 
adjustment factors used was provided in the Consultation 
Document and is summarised again in the Authority’s 
response to Batelco’s comments regarding the setting of 
reserve prices (see above). 

 As mentioned in the Consultation Document, when 
informing its proposed reserve prices based on 
benchmarks, the Authority has had close regard to ensuring 
that prices benchmarked from other jurisdictions did not 
overestimate the value of spectrum in the Kingdom in order 
to ensure that any reserve prices set on the basis of 
benchmarks do not unduly restrict demand for the 
spectrum. This included taking account of local 
circumstances, both on the demand and supply side. 

 The Authority thanks Mena for its suggested alternative 
reserve prices. Absent any information on how these values 
were derived, the Authority feels unable to consider them 
further. This is particularly the case as Mena’s proposals 
are significantly lower than the ones proposed by the 
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upcoming auction (without presenting any evidence in support 
of its analysis

13
).  

 

Authority. However, as set out in its response to Batelco’s 
comments regarding reserve prices, the Authority has 
developed revised reserve prices for the upcoming award 
process.  

 Ensuring competition in the mobile market through the award process 

Further to its comments on the Authority’s proposal to open the award 
process to potential new entrants, Mena supported the Authority's 
proposal to set the overall cap at a total spectrum holding of 2*90MHz 
of spectrum and it agreed with the reasoning provided by the Authority. 

 

The Authority notes Mena’s support for its proposed global 
spectrum cap.  

See the introductory section above in relation to the Authority’s 
position on new entry.     

 

 Other initiatives to facilitate the provision of services which will use the 
Release Bands 

Mena submitted the following comments: 

 Microwave backhaul. Mena was of the view that additional 
spectrum is currently needed by all operators to provide 
microwave backhaul. Mena believed that the Authority should 
guarantee, in addition to availability of spectrum, clear 
application streamlined processes and reduced fees as 
unavailability of sufficient backhaul spectrum and imposition of 
high fees means that no efficient business case for LTE can be 
formed.  

 Self-supply fibre. Mena considered the process to gain access 
to Batelco's ducts as being too complicated, burdensome and 
expensive. According to Mena, this could harm the LTE 
deployment of alternative operators going forward, especially 
given the prevailing constraints on microwave backhaul. As 
such, Mena considered it to be critical that cost of duct rental is 

 

The Authority notes Mena’s feedback on microwave and self-supply 
fibre backhaul as well as mobile site approval. 

As stated in the Consultation Document, the Authority recognises 
that resolving these issues is important in the context of the 
deployment of LTE services and is thus working with appropriate 
authorities to resolve them. Further, as discussed in the 
Consultation Document, the Authority is considering assigning 
operators exclusive use of backhaul related spectrum in selected 
bands and intends to conduct a review of the leased lines market 
this year.  

Access to Batelco ducts is currently provided by way of the 
Reference Offer process, with price and non-price terms scrutinized 
by the Authority through a consultative review process (in which 
Mena can participate and provide evidence as to whether the 
current duct prices are too high). 
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 Mena stated that it considered the Authority’s request for respondents to provide empirical evidence as part of their submission to be unreasonable given the broad assumptions applied by the 
Authority. 
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reduced significantly and that processes under the Reference 
Offer are streamlined to enable faster deployments. 

 NBN deployment. Mena welcomed the introduction of the 
National Broadband Network ("NBN"). Given current issues on 
access fibre (see above), Mena considered it import that NBN 
commences its functionality in parallel to any LTE deployment. 

 Mobile mast deployment. Mena raised the issue that, despite 
the release of the Prime Ministerial edict no. 5 of 2002, no 
progress had been made on municipalities complying with the 
new regulation and/or cooperating with the relevant operators. 
As no new permits have been issued since 2008, Mena was 
concerned about the proposed coverage requirement of 99% of 
total population under the new Licence.  

 Spectrum trading - Question 23 

Mena stated that spectrum reassignment should only be allowed if the 
original allocation resulted in an unfair advantage, which either reduced 
the competitiveness in the market or disadvantaged customers in any 
form including quality, coverage or freedom of choice.  

 

The Authority notes Mena’s position on spectrum reassignment. As 
set out in the Consultation Document, following the award of the 
Licences to Successful Bidders, any mutually agreed trading 
proposal will be considered favourably by the Authority if it adds to 
the efficient and effective use of spectrum and does not significantly 
distort competition.  Any trade will be subject to the Authority’s 
approval. 

 

 Concluding comment 

Mena requested a second round of consultation on the proposed award 
process after considering all the stakeholders responses/input on the 
current version, for review. 

 

The Authority notes Mena’s request. The current approach is in line 
with the Authority’s approach for previous spectrum awards (i.e., 
the third mobile licence award and the 1800MHz Guard band 
licence award) where the Authority did not conduct a second round 
of consultation, nor, for example, did they publish a draft ITT for 
consultation. An unnecessary prolongation of the process could 
also harm the interest of Bahraini consumers by delaying the 
launch/availability of improved quality mobile services.   The 
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Authority has therefore concluded that no further consultation is 
required on the award process. 

   

Qualcomm 

 

  

 The Authority’s objectives - Question 1 & 2 

Qualcomm fully supported the Authority’s objectives to develop an 
efficient framework for the development of the IMT market in Bahrain. It 
commended the transparent and technology neutral process for the 
release of the 900, 1800, 2100 and 2600 MHz frequency bands for IMT, 
based on harmonized frequency arrangement to enable economies of 
scale, affordability and efficiency. 

In addition, Qualcomm encouraged the Authority to consider the 
following objectives. 

 Timely release of the spectrum in 900, 1800, 2100 and 2600 
MHz to allow operators to satisfy the increased demand from 
customers for mobile broadband HSPA/LTE services.  

 Ensure that existing operators have sufficient spectrum in each 
of the above frequency bands in order to support the expected 
data growth on mobile broadband networks, while ensuring 
quality of service and affordability. 

 Consider spectrum release in the 800 MHz and 1.4 GHz bands 
in the near future as those two frequency bands are considered 
as key bands for the future development of mobile broadband 
in Europe.   

 

The Authority thanks Qualcomm for its feedback on the Authority’s 
stated objectives and the additional objectives presented in its 
submission. 

The Authority agrees on the merits of a timely release of the 
available spectrum and its current award process timetable reflects 
this need. The envisaged timetable is set out in the ITT.  

The Authority is of the view that, rather than ensuring that all 
existing licensees will have sufficient spectrum going forward, it can 
only design an award process to enable them to do so. It believes 
that its current award process meets this objective. 

Lastly, the Authority notes Qualcomm’s recommendation on the 
spectrum release in the 800 and 1400MHz band. The Authority is 
currently undertaking a full spectrum review which aims to 
determine the Kingdom’s public mobile spectrum requirements up 
to 2020 and beyond.   

 

 Spectrum packaging  - Questions 4-9 

Qualcomm commented on the Authority’s proposed spectrum 
packaging, as follows: 

 

The Authority thanks Qualcomm for its detailed comments on the 
proposed spectrum packaging. It welcomes Qualcomm’s support 

 



- 34 - 

Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

 900MHz and 1800MHz. Qualcomm agreed with the proposed 
spectrum packaging in both frequency bands. In particular, the 
decision to offer a lot of 2*10MHz in the 1800MHz band was 
seen as favourable as this was in line with the optimal 
deployment of LTE1800. 

 1900MHz.  Qualcomm stated that, despite 1.9GHz TDD having 
been licensed for many years to most of the mobile operators 
across Europe, the systems have so far not developed and the 
ecosystem around TDD in this band is not expected to change 
in the foreseeable future and may actually diminish. Indeed, 
Qualcomm pointed out that the European Commission has 
issued recently a Mandate to CEPT to study the harmonized 
technical conditions for the 1900-1920MHz and 2010-2025 
MHz TDD frequency bands in the EU to introduce services 
other than mobile broadband such as PPDR, IoT, PMSE, 
Broadband Direct Air to Ground and other innovative services 
which would have a higher socio-economic impact and/or 
potential for investment than mobile broadband in those TDD 
bands. Thus, Qualcomm encouraged the Authority not to 
release this spectrum before the finalization of CEPT work in 
2014. 

 2100MHz. Qualcomm supported the Authority’s spectrum 
packaging proposal in the 2100MHz band. 

 2600MHz. Qualcomm recommended that the Authority should 
offer three lots of 2*20MHz and one lot of 2*10MHz to ensure 
an optimal use of the spectrum in the 2.6GHz band. 

for its proposed packaging in the 900, 1800 and 2100MHz band.  

The Authority has considered Qualcomm’s recommendation not to 
release the spectrum in the 1900MHz band at this time. This is for 
the following reasons: 

 The global standardisation body involved in developing and 
maintaining the detailed standards for a number of the 
second, third and fourth generation technologies 
recognised by the ITU as conforming with IMT-2000 or IMT 
criteria is the Third Generation Partnership Project (3GPP). 
3GPP has responded to regional regulatory bodies around 
the World and has developed a suite of frequency bands 
suitable for implementing mobile telecommunications 
services. As unpaired spectrum the 1900MHz band would 
be considered to be a TDD spectrum. Within 3GPP Band 
33 is defined as 1900 – 1920 MHz and Band 37 is 1910 – 
1930 MHz. Neither of these bands match the available 
spectrum at 1900MHz within the Kingdom. An additional 
band variant is likely to be unwelcome within the 
standardisation bodies. 

 The GSA and Qualcomm have informed the Authority that 
the European Union and CEPT may have alternative plans 
for spectrum in the range 1900 - 1920 MHz (3GPP Band 
33). The Kingdom, Europe Union (EU) and CEPT countries 
are in the same ITU region (ITU Region 1). It is therefore 
appropriate for the Kingdom and other GCC countries to 
have similar spectrum usage policies as EU and CEPT 
countries.  

 In addition, the World’s radio regulators have joined 
together in ITU forums to find additional spectrum to meet 
the burgeoning requirements for mobile broadband. Europe 
is looking closely at the 1.4GHz, a band that was originally 
allocated for satellite sound broadcasting and 
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complementary terrestrial broadcasting which has not been 
widely implemented. Indeed several respondents to the 
Consultation Document recommended that the Authority 
should investigate this band for possible release. This will 
happen in the Spectrum Review launched by the Kingdom 
and due to report in 2015. 

 The reserve prices that the Authority had proposed are also 
consistent with this view, and indicate that any potential 
value of the 1900MHz spectrum would be orders of 
magnitude lower than the other spectrum considered for 
release.  

In light of this evidence, and the responses received, the Authority 
decided on balance that it would be preferable not to release the 
1900MHz as part of the current spectrum award process, and 
expects to consider its approach to this spectrum band as part of 
the 2015 Spectrum Review. This is in line with the TSRP’s 
identification of the 1900MHz band as a candidate for release. 

Further, the Authority does not share Qualcomm’s view on the 
appropriate packaging in the 2600MHz band. As stated above, the 
Authority remains of the view that its packaging proposal (i.e. two 
lots of 2*20MHz and three lots of 2*10MHz) in conjunction with its 
process rules would provide more flexibility to all bidders, whilst still 
allowing up to three bidders to obtain 2*20MHz of contiguous 
spectrum in this band.   

 Spectrum caps & floors - Questions 17-20 

In general, Qualcomm was of the view that rather than setting spectrum 
caps and floors, it would be more appropriate to release additional 
spectrum which is already identified to IMT or is about to be identified at 
the next WRC-15. According to Qualcomm, this would enable a 
dynamic and competing market for the benefits of consumers. 

 

The Authority notes Qualcomm’s position on spectrum caps and 
floors. As noted above, the Authority remains of the view that a 
global spectrum cap across the 900, 1800, 2100 and 2600MHz 
holdings is required to prevent any anti-competitive concentration of 
spectrum holdings going forward. The level of the global cap has 
been set to allow any licensee to acquire sufficient spectrum to 
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Thus, according to Qualcomm, no spectrum caps should be applied to 
any of the spectrum bands contained in this award process.  

service any current customers and to deploy LTE in the future.  

 Coverage obligations - Question 21 

Qualcomm stated that coverage obligations were predominately 
relevant for sub-1GHz spectrum (800 MHz and 900 MHz), but are less 
relevant for higher frequency bands such as the 2.6 GHz.  

Further, Qualcomm argued that any coverage obligations should be 
assessed for individual mobile operators from a service coverage point 
of view rather than from a spectrum/network/technology point of view. 

 

The Authority agrees that coverage obligations are commonly 
applied to awards of sub 1-GHz spectrum. This is usually to ensure 
that the limited quantity of such spectrum is used effectively and not 
acquired solely to raise the costs of competitors. In Bahrain, further 
significant tranches of sub 1-GHz spectrum are not yet available 
and the Authority is keen to ensure that high speed data services 
are made available to the majority of Bahraini citizens. Therefore 
coverage obligations have been included in this award to ensure 
widespread availability of services. 

The Authority also notes Qualcomm’s reference to service based 
coverage requirements. The coverage obligations contained in the 
revised draft Licences have been amended to reflect this issue. 

 

 Spectrum trading - Question 23 

Although agreeing on the potential merits of spectrum refarming and 
trading, Qualcomm was of the view that any spectrum trading should 
not delay the deployment of HSPA/LTE services in the bands so that 
consumers can reap the benefits of innovations as soon as possible. 

 

The Authority agrees that any spectrum trading should not delay the 
deployment of LTE services in Bahrain. As such, any trading will be 
subject to the mutual consent of both parties and the prior approval 
of the Authority. 

 

 Further considerations - Question 24 

Qualcomm re-iterated the need to consider releasing spectrum in other 
frequency bands, in particular in the 800MHz and 1.4GHz, going 
forward.   

 

Noted.  

 

   

Viva    
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 The Authority’s objectives -  Questions 1 & 2 

Viva agreed with the four objectives set by the Authority; however, it 
recommended that the Authority should also consider the following 
objectives:  

 Viva suggested that the award process should address any 
competitive distortion caused by the current imbalanced 
spectrum allocation among the existing Incumbent Mobile 
Operators. 

 Viva further stated that the process should guarantee that 
existing licensees will hold a ‘minimum spectrum portfolio’, 
allowing them to provide high quality service to new and 
existing customers, and make sufficient returns to continue 
investment in new technologies and infrastructure. 

Further, Viva requested the Authority to mandate re-farming and trading 
in the 900MHz band to ensure a fair assignment in this band. 

 

The Authority thanks Viva for the feedback on its stated objectives 
and the additional objectives presented in its submission. 

The Authority does not concur with Viva’s statement that the current 
spectrum asymmetries have led to a competitive distortion (i.e., 
preventing any licensee to be an effective competitor in the mobile 
market). As such, rather than to pro-actively address any 
imbalances in spectrum holdings, the Authority remains of the view 
that the licensing process should enable all parties to acquire the 
rights to use the spectrum being made available on an objective, 
and non-discriminatory basis. Further, the global spectrum cap aims 
to prevent a significant concentration of spectrum as a result of the 
award process. 

In addition, the Authority considers that the award process should 
enable qualified participants to obtain sufficient spectrum to enable 
them to deliver Post 3G services on a competitive basis. Given the 
overall amount of spectrum offered and the award process design, 
the Authority expects Successful Bidders to be able to deliver 
services on a competitive basis. 

The Authority responds to the issue of mandated re-farming as part 
of its response to Questions 16-20 further below.  

 Award process design - Question 3 

Viva did not agree with the Authority’s view that an auction is the most 
appropriate, transparent and fair approach for awarding spectrum. Viva 
referred to the high prices paid for spectrum in European auctions 
earlier in the last decade, which it stated increased the operators’ debt 
burden and thus cost of capital, creating disincentives to expand and 
improve their networks (especially in marginally profitable areas). 

Viva instead favoured a managed assignment process, which accounts 

 

The Authority notes Viva’s preference for a managed assignment 
process. However, as outlined above, the Authority does not 
consider such an approach to meet its objectives in this case. 
Instead, it remains of the view that an auction is more likely to meet 
those objectives. For further details on the relative merits of the two 
approaches, please refer to the Authority’s response to Batelco’s 
comments on Question 3.   



- 38 - 

Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

for the needs and market shares of the three existing operators as well 
as current spectrum asymmetries. Viva argued that this approach could 
lead to a fairer and more efficient allocation and use of spectrum, and 
enable faster deployment of post 3G services. Viva suggested that 
under its approach the price for the spectrum would reflect the adjusted 
reserve prices set out in Viva’s response to Question 14. 

However, should the managed assignment process fail to meet Viva’s 
objectives, Viva requested an auction award process to be followed. 

The Authority does not consider the reference to high spectrum 
prices paid in European 3G auctions to be a suitable indication for 
likely outcomes of the upcoming auction in Bahrain. At the time of 
these European auctions, the underlying market conditions and 
operators’ valuation of the relevant spectrum were different to those 
currently pertaining to Bahrain.

14
 

 

 Spectrum packaging - Questions 4 – 9  

Viva agreed, in general, with the Authority’s approach to spectrum 
packaging.  

However, Viva made the following suggestion on spectrum packaging: 

 1800MHz. Viva suggested offering three single lots of 2*5MHz 
to promote efficient distribution and competition in the long 
term, given current asymmetries. Although agreeing that 
grouping together spectrum blocks could lead to a more 
efficient outcome, Viva was of the view that this may lead to a 
widening of spectrum asymmetries and limit the number of 
operators obtaining spectrum in this band. Viva further 
recommended allowing operators to internally refarm their 
spectrum holdings. 

 2600MHz: Viva proposed offering three lots of 2*20MHz and 
one lot of 2*10MHz in this band, as this is the most favourable 
for LTE deployment. 

 

The Authority notes Viva’s agreement to the proposed packaging in 
most of the spectrum bands under offer. With regards to its 
alternative packaging proposal for the 1800MHz band, the Authority 
still sees merit in allowing at least one bidder to obtain a clear, 
contiguous lot of 1800MHz spectrum in which it can launch LTE 
services. This can only be achieved by offering a 2*10MHz lot in 
this band.   

Concerning the packaging of 2600MHz spectrum, as stated above, 
the Authority remains of the view that its packaging proposal in 
conjunction with its process rules would provide more flexibility to all 
bidders, whilst still allowing up to three bidders to obtain a 2*20MHz 
of contiguous spectrum in this band.      

 Licence award process - Question 10 

Viva disagreed with the Authority’s position on bundling the award of 

 

In case further entry does occur and the new licensee subsequently 

                                                 
14

 The Authority wishes to stress that its proposed reserve prices were not based on these auctions. Instead the benchmarking sample only covered more recent auctions (i.e. post 2008). 
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new mobile service and spectrum licences with allowing for new market 
entry. Viva pointed out that if a new entrant were to fail, its spectrum 
holdings would be left unused until the end of the licensing period (as 
happened in Germany in 2000). 

 

fails to successfully establish itself in the market, the licence could 
be revoked and the spectrum rights returned to the Authority. The 
Authority would then decide on whether and how to allocate that 
spectrum. The Authority notes that this situation may not 
necessarily only apply to the case of a new entrant failing, but 
indeed any licensee.  

See the introductory section above in relation to the Authority’s 
position on new entry.     

 Draft Licences - Question 11 

As part of its response to Question 11, Viva raised the following issues: 

 According to Viva, existing Incumbent Mobile Operators should 
be given 6 months (instead of 3 months) to achieve the 
nationwide coverage obligation of 99%. 

 Viva recommended removing the Quality of Service obligation 
to provide a minimum user downlink data speed of 30 Mbps 
covering 80% of the population as (according to Viva) it was 
not in line with international standards and is currently not 
technically feasible because spectrum is a shared resource and 
many factors could affect the Quality of Service provided to end 
users. 

 Viva disagreed with the Authority’s intention to introduce IP 
peering obligations on mobile operators only, and instead 
suggested mandating this on all ISPs operating in the Kingdom. 

 Viva disagreed that licensees should provide financial and 
technical support to the Authority to participate in international 
telecommunications meetings. Instead Viva suggested that 
such requirements should be discussed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

 Viva disagreed with the Authority introducing technology 

 

Annex 2 sets out the Authority’s responses to any comments 
received on the draft Licences. 

Please also refer to the Authority’s response to Batelco’s comments 
on the coverage obligations (i.e. Question 21 above). 
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approval under Article 17.2 of the new Licence, believing that 
the introduction of such an article will hamper innovation and 
limit Bahrain’s ability to continue to be the leading telecoms 
market in the region. Viva proposed that, in line with current 
Bahraini and international standards, the Authority should only 
require type approval and holding of a respective frequency 
licences. 

 Pre-qualification criteria - Question 12 

Viva expressed concern that the Consultation Document did not include 
the selection criteria which in Viva’s view would result in a non-
transparent evaluation process, in contradiction with the Authority’s 
duties. 

 

The Consultation Document aimed to provide an overview of the 
pre-qualification process and principles applied within the process. 
Details on the pre-qualification criteria are set out in the ITT.   

 Auction format - Question 13 

Viva expressed concern that the proposed SMRA format would not 
properly address the fragmentation risk and other risks set out in its 
response to Question 3. Given this, Viva re-iterated that a managed 
assignment process would be more appropriate to address these 
issues. 

In case the Authority adopted an SMRA auction format, Viva 
recommended that the auction should be performed based on generic 
lots to prevent spectrum fragmentation and facilitate the bidding 
process. 

 

As stated above, the Authority does not consider a managed 
assignment process will allow it to meet its stated objectives for this 
award. The Authority has developed the auction process and the 
detailed auction rules to reduce any fragmentation risk. For 
example, given the current spectrum holdings of the three 
Incumbent Mobile Operators, the Authority considers there to be a 
need to offer most of the available spectrum as specific (rather than 
generic) lots. Since the relevant lots will not be of equivalent value 
to each of the bidders, offering specific lots will enable bidders, 
where they value certain lots more than others within a band, to bid 
accordingly in the auction. 

 Reserve prices – Question 14 

Viva concurred with the need to apply adjustment factors to account for 
contextual factors when benchmarking reserve prices, but requested 
further information on the benchmarking methodology and adjustment 
factors used by the Authority. 

 

The Authority has noted Viva’s view that contextual factors have to 
be assessed when benchmarking reserve prices and has 
considered their request for further information on the 
benchmarking methodology used. 
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In turn, Viva conducted its own benchmarking analysis and presented 
this as part of its submission to support lower reserve prices. 

The Authority has provided information on the adjustment factors 
used and an outline of the benchmarking methodology in its 
response to Batelco’s comments on the setting of reserve prices 
(see above). 

Having reviewed the methodology used by Viva in its benchmarking 
analysis, the Authority has respectfully chosen not to set reserve 
prices for the remaining spectrum at the levels it has suggested. In 
particular, although the Authority believes a sufficiently large 
sample was used by Viva. Viva has relied predominantly on 
European auctions. Further, whilst applying some adjustment 
factors to the observed reserve prices (i.e. to control for differences 
in GDP, purchasing power and total population), Viva’s analysis did 
not, for example, take into consideration potential differences in the 
licence period on offer across the sampled auctions. 

However, as highlighted in the response to Batelco’s comments 
above, the Authority has developed revised reserve prices for the 
upcoming award process, in light of the submissions received. 

 Treatment of potential new entrants - Question 15 

See introductory section above. 

 

The Authority has provided above its position in relation to new 
entry (see introductory section).  

 Spectrum caps and floors - Question 16-20 

Viva considered spectrum caps to be appropriate to address 
substantive competition concerns.  

It further agreed to the proposed global spectrum cap and there being 
no need for further band-specific caps for all but the 900MHz spectrum 
holdings.  

Concerning the 900MHz band, Viva recommended applying a spectrum 
cap of 2*15MHz, in order to: 

  

The Authority notes Viva’s support for a global spectrum cap, whilst 
not imposing band-specific caps (with the exception being the 
900MHz band) or spectrum floors. 

The Authority does not concur with the need for a spectrum cap in 
the 900MHz band. Imposing band-specific spectrum caps is only 
justified if there is a strong possibility that not reducing the 
asymmetric spectrum holdings would prevent operators from 
competing effectively in the downstream market. Within the 



- 42 - 

Respondent Comments received The Authority’s view & conclusion 

 reflect the technical properties and commercial importance of 
this band and the current asymmetric distribution of it;  

 ensure that Viva can still compete and offer LTE services in line 
with the Third NTP (given that – according to Viva - it is 
possible for operators to refarm 1800MHz 2G and move it to 
900 MHz and accordingly offload 1800MHz for use of LTE 
services); and  

 restore balance in spectrum holdings and satisfy municipality 
concerns. 

Viva further stated that the Authority should also mandate refarming in 
the overall 900MHz band and accordingly reassign the P-GSM band. 
According to Viva, this would ensure that spectrum is efficiently 
assigned and mobile operators can effectively operate in the offered 
bands. 

Viva agreed on the Authority’s proposal not to introduce any spectrum 
floors. 

Consultation Document, the Authority set out why it believes this is 
unlikely to be the case in Bahrain. Viva’s submission failed to set 
out a clear case for why the Authority’s reasoning is not valid. As 
such, the Authority remains of the view that a spectrum cap in the 
900MHz band is not required.    

Absent any clear market failure, the Authority does not consider it 
appropriate at this stage to reassign the P-GSM spectrum. The 
Authority refers to its position on spectrum trading, discussed below 
in relation to Question 23 and elsewhere in this Consultation 
Report. 

 

 Coverage Obligations - Question 21 

Viva was of the view that if the Authority persisted with its intention to 
open the market to a new player, any coverage and service obligations 
should be applied to such a new entrant, consistent with the obligations 
that were imposed on Viva at the time of its market entry. 

 

The Authority is of the view that there is a need to distinguish 
between operators who wish to offer mobile services on a national 
level and those who are focusing on a niche market only. This is 
reflected in the revised coverage obligations. 

The Authority will require the same coverage obligations of new 
entrants that are expected to be national/mass market competitors, 
as of incumbents, with a limited exception in terms of the timetable 
for new entrants to meet the coverage requirements.  

 Remaining licence conditions - Question 22 

Viva agreed with the Authority’s remaining licence obligations proposal. 

 

Noted. 
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 Spectrum Trading - Question 23 

Viva stated that the Authority should mandate the refarming of 
spectrum across all bands which shall be included in the award process 
as this would ensure an efficient use of the spectrum. 

 

As stated above, the Authority considers its current spectrum 
trading arrangements sufficient to enable the achievement of an 
efficient spectrum allocation and thus, it sees no need for 
mandating refarming (in the sense of re-assignment of currently 
held and used spectrum) at this point in time.  

 Other issues to be considered - Question 24 

Viva raised two further issues as part of its response to this consultation 
question: 

 Award time table and mechanisms. Viva stressed the need for 
expediting the publishing of the award timetable, the detailed 
mechanisms and award rules.  

 Preparation time. Viva also recommended allowing at least 
three months for operators to prepare for the auctions.   

 

The Authority refers Viva to the ITT, available on its website, which 
sets out in detail, amongst other things, the overall award process, 
the award timetable and the auction rules. 

The award timetable aims to strike a balance between providing 
bidders with sufficient time to prepare for the auction, whilst 
facilitating a timely award of the spectrum to allow for a timely 
provisioning of LTE services. For example, the timetable foresees a 
nine week period between publication of the ITT and the start of the 
Auction (at the end of March 2013).  

In addition, the Authority would like to remind Viva that the award 
process (and its overall timing) was announced as early as mid-
2012.   

   

Zain    

 The Authority’s objectives - Question 1 & 2 

Zain Bahrain agreed with the intended objectives set out by the 
Authority in respect of the spectrum award process.  

However, it made the following recommendations/statements: 

 Zain recommend that the award process should be restricted to 

 

The Authority notes Zain’s comments and responds as follows: 

 Further entry. Please refer to the Authority’s response in 
the introductory section. 

 Revenue maximisation. The Authority can confirm that 
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the existing Incumbent Mobile Operators. 

 According to Zain, the aim of the award process should not be 
the maximization of revenue, rather the interest of public good 
and affordable services should be key determinants of the 
process. 

 Zain stated that the available spectrum must not be fragmented 
to ensure efficient utilization. 

 Zain considered there to be a need for specific governmental 
initiatives to facilitate the provision of enabling technologies 
which will support the launch of LTE, given the anticipated 
unprecedented growth in data traffic. These include: 

 Provision of a national broadband network consisting of 
extensive fibre-to-the-cabinet for access transmission 
and a robust optical national transport network to 
support high bandwidth backhaul requirements 

 Provision of cost-effective submarine cable connectivity 
and landing stations to bring down the cost of internet 
bandwidth to levels comparable to the markets in 
Europe 

Zain also suggested considering the following objectives for the award 
process: 

 Existing Incumbent Mobile Operators should be guaranteed 
sufficient spectrum blocks to launch LTE services in the award 
process. 

 Any fees to be paid for spectrum must take account of the 
financial capacity of the mobile operators to pay for spectrum. 
Zain suggested that the Authority should account for the fact 
that operators will have to invest heavily in the provision of 
enabling technologies to support any LTE launch given the 
anticipated unprecedented growth in data traffic whilst also 

revenue maximisation does not form part of its objectives 
for this auction. Please see Section 3.3 of the Consultation 
Document for a discussion on the Authority’s objectives for 
the award and the award process.  

 Fragmentation. In its design of the award process and 
auction rules, the Authority has aimed to, amongst others, 
reduce the risk of fragmentation (see also the Authority’s 
response to Viva’s comment to Question 13). However, the 
Authority notes that current spectrum holdings are already 
fragmented and the Authority cannot ensure that this 
fragmentation will be resolved through the award process. 
Currently Licensees are allowed to trade spectrum, subject 
to mutual agreement and the Authority’s prior approval.  

 Further governmental initiatives. The Authority notes Zain’s 
reference to further governmental initiatives to facilitate LTE 
deployment. As stated above, the Authority is working with 
appropriate authorities to resolve a number of important 
issues for the deployment of LTE services.  

 Further objectives for this award. The Authority notes Zain’s 
proposed additional objectives for the award process. As 
stated previously, the Authority does not consider it 
appropriate to “guarantee” that all existing licensees will 
obtain sufficient spectrum to provide LTE services, but 
instead it has developed an award process which aims to 
enable all qualified bidders to acquire the spectrum they 
value most. Further, the Authority has no position on the 
appropriate fee for the spectrum offered. In line with its 
objective of ensuring an efficient allocation, it believes the 
auction will identify the appropriate value for the spectrum. 

 OTT and VOIP solutions. The Authority notes Zain’s call for 
an open dialogue on regulating OTT and VOIP solutions. 
The Authority considers this issue to fall outside of the 
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having to continue to support legacy 2G, 3G, HSPA+ 
technologies given the moderate device penetration of LTE, 
and that many LTE services may only come to market towards 
the end of 2013. 

Zain further recommended an open dialogue amongst all industry 
stakeholders to form ex-ante regulation to mitigate the impact of over-
the-top (OTT) IP-messaging and voice-over-IP (VOIP) solutions, 
arguing that these clearly compete with offers from the incumbent 
industry players, but that OTT players have a competitive advantage, 
since they do not have to incur the costs (for example, infrastructure 
investments, licences fee, etc.) that incumbent operators do. 

scope of this Consultation.  

 Award process design - Question 3 

Zain disagreed with the Authority’s view that an auction is the best 
approach for the Kingdom of Bahrain, as in Zain’s view an auction may 
not always result in the selection of the best qualified bidders, and, will 
likely result in the imposition of excessive costs on the sector. 
 
In support of its concern, Zain referred to the following disadvantages of 
using an auction process: 

 According to Zain, an auction process does not reflect 
operators’ requirements of frequency spectrum but rather their 
financial “wherewithal”. Zain stated that operators who are well 
capitalized and funded, may place a significant and irrational 
premium on the available blocks of spectrum, leading to a high-
priced auction where prices paid differ from the true economic 
value of the spectrum. Zain continued that by bidding up the 
spectrum prices, other operators may be driven out of the 
bidding process, or proceed with the acquisition of spectrum 
with consequential impacts on profitability. 

Further, in Zain’s view, operators who then fail to acquire 
spectrum will be forced to resort to national roaming on the 

 

The Authority notes the concerns raised by Zain on the choice of an 
auction to award the spectrum under consideration.  

 Strategic/speculative bidding. The Authority notes Zain’s 
concern about potential strategic/speculative bidding, but 
does not concur with its conclusion that this will pose a 
significant risk in this award process. Given the 
commitments associated with each bid, any qualified bidder 
is generally likely to only bid up to its perceived value of the 
spectrum comprising a specific lot, as exceeding it may risk 
having to acquire the lot at a price beyond its value.  

 High licence fees. The Authority notes Zain’s concern about 
potentially high spectrum fees arising from an auction. 
However, the Authority does not concur with this view. 
Auctions predominantly aim to ensure that the party that 
values the spectrum the most receives the relevant 
spectrum. With the exception of a ‘winner’s curse’ occurring 
(i.e. where bidders pay a price above their valuation), the 
final auction prices should not exceed the successful 
bidder’s valuation of the relevant spectrum. The Authority 
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networks of successful bidders, which would lead to additional 
cost for this operator and also reduced infrastructure 
deployment.  

In addition, Zain pointed out that where a clear uneven 
allocation of spectrum arises due to the high prices for 
spectrum, competition and quality of services in the Kingdom 
would suffer.  

Zain considered it to be unfair for the unsuccessful operators to 
still bear higher costs to remain competitive. 

 According to Zain, high licence fees, which could result from an 
auction process, impose an early capital "Load" on overall free 
cash flow, and hence the time taken to achieve cash neutrality 
and cash generation. Given the significant investments which 
will be required to develop enabling technologies and products 
to support LTE, Zain was of the view that available capital will 
better be allocated to investment in infrastructure. Zain believed 
that fair and reasonable fees encourage investment in 
infrastructure, are thus conducive to service diversity and in 
consequence are to be preferred. 

 Zain was concerned that bidders, who have no real intention of 
acquiring spectrum, may participate in an auction to simply 
drive-up the price of spectrum blocks and to increase costs for 
competitors. 

 In Zain’s view, auctions distort true economic pricing (i.e. that 
spectrum fees should be set solely on the basis of market 
supply and demand), as an auction inherently forces operators 
to focus on the overall up-front fee which is to be paid by 
bidders i.e. maximising upfront revenue rather than on the true 
economic value which can be realised over the lifetime of the 
licence. 

 Zain considered the SMRA auction format to be vague. Zain 

notes also that part of the pre-qualification criteria is the 
submission of a business plan (see also next point).  

 Non-committed bidders. The Authority has designed the 
award process in order to prevent any party not legitimately 
interested in acquiring spectrum from participating in the 
award. In particular, the pre-qualification requirements and 
coverage obligations aim to address this issue. As such, 
the Authority has aimed to adequately mitigate any 
concerns about ‘speculative’ bidders entering the auction 
with no intent to offer mobile services in the Kingdom. 

 Economic pricing. The Authority interprets Zain’s comment 
to mean that it is concerned about the one-off upfront cost 
of spectrum payments resulting from an auction. The 
Authority does not see how an auction would vary from any 
other allocation mechanism with regards to the payment 
schedule of the spectrum fee. As with previous awards, the 
Authority intends to allow licensees to pay the overall final 
bid price for any spectrum rights won during the auction in 
several instalments. The Authority further sees similarities 
between the upfront nature of a Successful Bid price and 
any upfront investment in network required by operators, 
which can subsequently be amortised over time.   

 SMRA framework. The Authority refers to the ITT for a 
detailed description of the auction rules. This clarifies how 
bidders can switch between lots within the auction. 
Concerning, the overall length of the auction, to facilitate a 
timely completion of the auction, the Authority intends to 
schedule several auction rounds per day.    

The Authority further notes Zain’s preference for a managed 
assignment process, limited to existing Incumbent Mobile Operators 
only. As set out above, the Authority considers that such a process 
would not be consistent with the Authority’s objectives for the award 
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further stated that it was unclear how an SMRA format would 
allow a bidder to switch to a spectrum lot that it did not bid for 
at the beginning of the bidding process. As the process is open 
for any number of rounds, Zain was concerned that it may take 
an excessively long time to conclude.  

 

Given the above, Zain recommended adopting a managed assignment 
process with a focus on fair and reasonable licence fees but strict 
rollout obligations for services and limited to the existing mobile 
operators only. In particular, in Zain’s view, such an approach would (i) 
promote fair, transparent and proper dialogue amongst all stakeholders 
to, collectively, arrive at an optimum valuation of the spectrum; and (ii) 
ensure the process can be completed very quickly, achieving the 
Authority’s objective of allowing for fast implementation of LTE services.  

 

process.  

 Spectrum Packaging - Question 4-9 

Zain submitted the following comments on the Authority’s proposed 
spectrum packaging.  

 900MHz and 1800MHz. Zain agreed with the Authority’s 
proposal to offer a single lot in the 900MHz band and two lots 
in the 1800MHz band. 

 1900MHz. Zain recommended the Authority should withdraw 
the 1900 MHz unpaired spectrum from the auction due to the 
lack of a strong ecosystem and absence of equipment and in 
consideration of the GSA and other associations having 
advised against the allocation of 1900 MHz for mobile services. 

 2100MHz. Zain agreed with the proposed packaging of the 
2100 MHz band. However, it also saw merits in offering two 
blocks of 2*5MHz and one block of 2*10MHz in this band, given 
their reasons set out in Question 3. 

 

The Authority welcomes Zain’s comments on spectrum packaging 
and notes its support for the proposed packaging in the 900, 1800, 
and 2100MHz bands. 

 Please refer to the Authority’s comments in the Introductory 
section, (Treatment of the band 1905 – 1920 MHz) and.see 
the Authority’s response to Qualcomm’s comments on 
Questions 4-9 on the Authority’s decision with respect to the 
exclusion of the 1900MHz spectrum. 

 Please see the Authority’s response to Batelco’s comments 
on Questions 4-9 on the Authority’s position on offering 
three lots of 2*20MHz in the 2600MHz band. 
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 2600MHz. Zain recommended the Authority should offer three 
lots of 2*20MHz in this band, as a 2*10MHz lot would only 
permit maximum data throughputs of 37Mbps, which falls short 
of the intended average throughput target of 50Mbps. Further, 
Zain pointed out that it is important to ensure sufficient 
contiguous spectrum is made available, since carrier 
aggregation will not be available until 2014. Thus, Zain 
considered it to be essential that contiguous blocks of spectrum 
of 2*20MHz are made available. 

 Proposed award process - Question 10 

As set out above, Zain re-iterated its preference for a managed 
assignment process. 

It further stated that the Authority should re-examine and elaborate, in a 
comprehensive manner, on the benefits, disadvantages and possible 
mechanisms associated with a managed assignment process, beauty 
contest or auction. 

 

Please see the Authority’s responses to Batelco’s comments on 
Question 3. 

 Draft licences - Question 11 

Zain provided comments on the Modified Mobile Telecommunications 
Licence and associated Frequency Licence in a separate annex. 

 

The Authority has reviewed Zain’s comments on the draft Licences 
and has taken these on board when preparing the final draft 
Licences, appended to the ITT.  

Annex 2 sets out the Authority’s responses to any comments 
received on the draft Licences. 

 Pre-qualification criteria - Question 12 

Zain strongly recommended that existing Incumbent Mobile Operators 
should be exempted from the pre-qualification process. Furthermore, 
Zain was of the view that no new entrants should be included in the 
process (as stated above). 

 

The Authority has decided that all interested parties need to submit 
pre-qualification documentation, as set out in the ITT. This is to 
avoid discrimination between potential applicants. 
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 Auction format - Question 13 

Zain re-iterated its view that an auction process, whether of SMRA or 
other format, had a number of disadvantages and thus it preferred 
adopting a managed assignment process instead. 

 

Noted. See the Authority’s response to comments on other 
consultation questions in this regard. 

 Reserve prices - Question 14 

According to Zain the proposed reserve prices were high and did not 
reflect the economic realities of the Kingdom of Bahrain, and as a 
result, Zain conducted its own spectrum valuation benchmarking 
analysis and presented this as part of its submission. 

Zain further noted that the situation in Bahrain differed to those in its 
European benchmarks as in most European markets there is already 
substantial investment in fibre enabling technologies and international 
connectivity prices are low, whereas in Bahrain substantial investment 
in fibre and international connectivity was required in order to provide 
LTE services. 

 

The Authority notes Zain’s views on the proposed setting of reserve 
prices. 

The Authority disagrees with Zain’s view that the proposed reserve 
prices do not reflect the economic realities of the Kingdom of 
Bahrain (see the response to Batelco’s comments with regards to 
the setting of reserve prices). The Authority further notes Zain’s 
choice of benchmarking approach and adjustment factors, which 
bear some similarity to those adopted by the Authority. However, 
having reviewed the information provided on Zain’s approach in 
detail, the Authority has the following concerns. 

 Sample composition. In a similar manner to Batelco and 
Viva, Zain has only considered European spectrum 
auctions. Reserve prices set in non-European auctions 
have been higher than those across Europe, and thus the 
use of a mainly European sample may lead to downward 
bias in the implied reserve prices. 

 Additional adjustment factors. Given the information in 
Zain’s response, its benchmarking analysis does not seem 
to account for inflation (which could have a significant 
impact, given some of the sampled auctions took place in 
2007/08) or spectrum licence terms (which would affect an 
operator’s willingness to pay for spectrum and in turn, the 
appropriate reserve prices to set in each band). 

As a result, the Authority has chosen not to set reserve prices at the 
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levels suggested by Zain. However, as highlighted in the response 
to Batelco’s comments above, the Authority has developed revised 
reserve prices for the upcoming award process, in light of the 
submissions received from all parties. 

 Treatment of new entrant - Question 15 

Zain agreed with the Authority’s proposal that no spectrum needs to be 
reserved for potential new entrants; and re-iterated its position that all 
available spectrum lots should be awarded to the current mobile 
operators. 

 

See introductory section. 

 Spectrum caps and floors - Questions 16-20 

Zain agreed on the Authority’s proposal to apply a global cap of 
2*90MHz across the combined holdings across the entire Release 
Band, whilst excluding any holdings in the 3500MHz band. In Zain’s 
view, no additional caps should be applied to individual bands. 

Zain further agreed that no spectrum floors would be required in this 
auction.  

 

Noted.  

 Coverage obligations - Question 21 

Zain filed the following comments on the proposed coverage 
obligations: 

 Throughput rate requirement. Zain proposed measuring an 
average throughput rather than a minimum threshold as set out 
in the Consultation Document. It further noted that it was not 
possible to guarantee a minimum of 30Mbps per user across a 
fully loaded cell with the current LTE 3GPP Release (release 
9), particularly if a spectrum band of 2*10MHz is employed in 
the deployment of LTE. Zain continued that assuming the 
utilisation of 2*20 MHz FDD spectrum, the average throughput 
is circa 40Mbps. In addition, Zain stated that the throughput per 

 

In response to the comments received on the proposed coverage 
obligations, the Authority has further reviewed these requirements. 
This has resulted in a revised set of obligations, set out in the final 
draft Licences, appended to the ITT. Please also see the Authority’s 
response to Batelco’s comments on Question 11. 
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user will vary depending on the number of users on the serving 
sector. 

 Voice and data coverage requirement. Zain noted that the 
coverage rollout obligation requiring existing operators which 
acquire additional spectrum to offer voice and data coverage to 
99% of the population of the Kingdom within three months of 
the award of spectrum is extremely onerous and difficult and far 
exceeds the current coverage requirement target of 95%. 

Given the above, Zain recommended to further discuss the quality of 
service and interoperability targets amongst all industry participants. 

 Other Licence obligations - Question 22 

Zain commented on the other proposed Licences obligations as part of 
its comments on the draft Licences.  

 

The Authority has reviewed Zain’s comments and has taken these 
on board when preparing the final draft Licences, appended to the 
ITT.  

Annex 2 sets out the Authority’s responses to any comments 
received on the draft Licenses. 

 Spectrum trading - Question 23 

Zain consider there to be merits in facilitating rationalization of 
spectrum holdings, but suggest that this should be undertaken at a later 
stage in order to allow operators to focus on deploying LTE 
infrastructure and services.  

 

 

Noted. The current spectrum trading provisions are not time bound.  
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Annex 2: Summary of responses received on the draft IMTL and associated Frequency Licences and the Authority’s 
conclusions 
 

BATELCO – Comments on New Form IMTL 
 

Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

1.1 Authorisation to 
“install’ and 
“manage” a mobile 
telecommunications 
network 

Remove these references  

 

Annex 1 page 1 These terms are found in the existing individual mobile service licences. This 
issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

1.2 New mobile licence 
supersedes any 
previous individual 
mobile licence 

The Authority has not updated the other 
services licences necessary to provide a 
mobile service, being: 

 International services individual 
licence 

 VAS class licence 

 ISP class licence 

Annex 1 page 1 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

1.3 Reference to “legal 
instruments” 

The new definition substantially broadens 
previous references to “regulations” to a 
broad list of instruments which could 
amend or modify the licence. Batelco 
proposes continued use of the word 
“regulation” instead. 

Annex 1 pages 1 - 2 The Authority has considered the concern identified and has revised the 
definition “Applicable Legal Instrument” to clarify the scope. 

2.1 Definition of “force 
majeure” 

Batelco proposes adding the following 
text: 

“acts or omissions of Government not 
caused by the licensee and harmful 
interference caused by third parties” 

Annex 1 page 2 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

2.1 and Definition of Batelco has concerns that: Annex 1 pages 2 - 3 (a) The commitments under consideration were discussed in the Consultation 
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Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

3.3 “Invitation to Tender 
Document” 

(a) The required commitments in the 
Invitation to Tender Document have 
not been disclosed;  

(b) There is a need to differentiate 
between commitments made (i) in 
relation to the post-3G frequencies 
and (ii) the current mobile 
frequencies. 

Document, and the Authority has taken the responsive comments into 
account.  See Response to main text of Response, Question 21. 

 

(b) The revised model IMTL makes a clear distinction between relevant 
coverage obligation by stipulating that in the event of a conflict between 
the Schedule A and the Schedule B commitments, those requiring the 
highest degree of coverage will prevail. 

2.1 Definition of 
“licensed services” 

Wrong cross reference – should be 3.1 
not 3.3. 

Annex 1 page 3 The cross-reference has been corrected in the revised model IMTL. 

2.1 Definition of “resale 
services” 

See comments on condition 12 (resale) 
below 

Annex 1 page 3 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

2.1 Definition of “value 
added services” 

Batelco recommends this definition is 
revised at the same time as the VAS class 
licence is revised in order to update the 
regulation as the current definition is 
outdated.  

Annex 1 page 3 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

4 Coverage 
Requirements 

Batelco contends that customer demand 
and competition drive the detailed 
coverage requirements and that a 
coverage requirement based on 
throughput is not supported. Batelco 
proposes alternative coverage obligations. 
Notwithstanding, the following coverage 
requirements for all licensed mobile 
operators which could be met by services 
using existing frequencies is supported: 

Annex 1 pages 3 - 4 Please see response to Question 21 in the main body of the Consultation 
Report. 

 

5.1 and 
5.3 

Directory information 
services – domestic 
and international 

Proposes removal of the requirement for 
prior advance approval.  

 

Annex 1 pages 4 - 5 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

N/A Provision of 
emergency call 

Batelco would expect this to be included 
in the new licence. 

Annex 1 page 5 This obligation was omitted inadvertently and has been reinstated in the 
revised version of the IMTL. 
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Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

services  

7 Relations with 
subscribers 

This condition could be interpreted to 
require all existing mobile customer 
contracts and the consumer code of 
practice to be resubmitted to the Authority 
for approval.  

Annex 1 page 5 Existing licensees will not be required to submit contracts or consumer codes 
in effect prior to the tender process for the Authority’s prior approval. 

8.1 Quality of service Batelco disagrees with including an 
express reference for operators to 
minimum throughput and download 
speeds in the new licence. 

Annex 1 pages 5 - 6 The Authority considers that throughput and download speeds are quality of 
service parameters that may need to be imposed on licensees as obligations if 
the market does not deliver mobile data rates that are in line with international 
best practice.    

8.3 SLA requirements Batelco objects to the inclusion of the 
proposed provision. 

Annex 1 pages 6 - 7 The Authority has considered the issues raised by Batelco and has concluded 
that it is unnecessary to include this requirement as a licence obligation 
because the issues can be addressed by means of regulation in accordance 
with condition 8.1.  

9.1 Interruptions to the 
licensed services 

Batelco disagrees with the extension of 
the wording to cover “negligent acts or 
omissions” which cause interruptions or 
suspensions. 

Annex 1 page 7 The proposed revision will not be included in the revised model IMTL; however, 
this issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

10 Tariffs of Licensed 
Operators 

Batelco proposes the inclusion of the 
following provision: 

“The licensee shall ensure that it 
publishes in accordance with the standard 
subscriber agreement and keeps updated 
a list of applicable retail tariffs, and makes 
this available in its website, at its place of 
business, and to any person who requests 
a copy.” 

Annex 1 pages 7 - 8 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

11 Provision of access Batelco proposes to: 

(a) Include a reference to “whilst the 
licensee is subject to a dominance 
determination”.   

Annex 1 pages 8 - 9 (a) The proposed revision has been included in the revised model IMTL. 

 

(b) Please see the comment above concerning the definition of “applicable 
legal instruments.” 
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number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

 

(b) Replace “legal instruments” with the 
original wording “regulations”. 

12 Provision of services 
for resale 

(a) There is a new reference to Article 57 
under the resale obligation – Article 
57 relates to access and 
interconnection which are separately 
defined, not resale; and 

 

(b) Batelco recommends removal of this 
condition.  

Annex 1 page 9 (a) The reference to Article 57 has been removed from the revised IMTL. 

 

(b) Removal of this condition may be considered in future as appropriate. 

13.2 IP Domestic Peering Batelco has raised various concerns 
about the proposed condition as currently 
worded. It proposes either deletion or the 
following revision: 

“Within 9 months of the Effective Date, 
the licensee shall use all reasonable 
efforts to peer directly or indirectly with 
other licensed mobile and other licensed 
ISPs for domestic IP traffic where 
technically and commercially practicable 
and with the objective of maintaining 
national IP traffic within the Kingdom of 
Bahrain.” 

Annex 1 pages 9 - 
10 

Having considered the issues raised by Batelco, the Authority has decided to 
include in the IMTL the revised text proposed by Batelco, which more clearly 
achieves the Authority’s objectives in regard to domestic peering. 

14.1/14.3/
14.4 

Billing 
accuracy/billing 
processes/itemised 
billing 

(a) Existing approvals or deemed for 
billing systems need to be preserved 
in the transitional provisions to avoid 
resubmission of billing procedures to 
The Authority for approval; 

 

(b) Wrong cross reference – replace 1.1 
with 14.1; and 

Annex 1 pages 10 - 
11 

(a) Existing licensees will not be required to obtain prior approval of the 
Authority for billing systems in place prior to the tender process. 

 

(b) The cross-reference has been corrected in the revised IMTL. 

 

(c) This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 
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Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

 

(c) Batelco proposes removal of the 
requirement to seek approval for 
charges for itemised billing. 

15.3, 15.6 
and 15.7 

Numbering (a) Suggests removal of outdated 
reference to numbering plan not 
being issued at 15.3: 

 

(b) 15.6 and 15.7 also do not take into 
account the number portability 
regulation is now in force. 

Annex 1 page 11 (a)  Accepted. 

 

(b) Updated. 

15.4 Numbering transfers 
– written approval 

Proposes removal of the requirement to 
seek written approval for transfer or sale 
of numbers to other operators.  

Annex 1 page 11 This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

17 Radiocommunicatio
ns and Frequency 
allocation 

Unclear why these provisions are in the 
services licence.  Batelco recommends 
removal and/or transfer to the frequency 
licence. 

Annex 1 pages 11 - 
12 

These provisions appear in the existing individual mobile service licences. This 
issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

17.3 Use of frequencies 
only as authorised 
by a frequency 
licence 

(a) Batelco proposes this is moved to the 
frequency licence; and 

 

(b) It is recommended that there is also a 
reference to “deemed” grant of 
licences to take into account 
frequency licences subject to the 
‘light licensing” regime (Wi-Fi at 
2.4Ghz and 5Ghz) as well as fixed 
links licences (which may be used for 
mobile backhaul). 

Annex 1 page 12 (a) The Authority recognises that there is some duplication between the 
provisions of the IMTL and the Frequency Licence.  For the time being, the 
Authority considers it prudent to retain this overlap to ensure consistency 
between the provisions of the existing frequency licences and the model 
Frequency Licence.  However, revisions to minimise any unnecessary 
overlap may be considered in future as appropriate. 

 

(b) As a licence is required for the use of spectrum subject to the light 
licensing regime, the Authority has concluded that the condition should 
remain as is. It has been assumed that fixed link in this context relates to a 
5 GHz link in compliance with the light licensing regime. 
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Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

17.7 Harmful interference Batelco proposes, consistent with other 
licence conditions, that there is “written” 
notification of interference. 

Annex 1 page 12 Accepted. 

18 Domestic Roaming a) Batelco proposes that this is only 
included as a requirement if there are 
to be additional new market entrants.  
The existing three mobile network 
operators are thought not to require 
domestic roaming as they already 
have networks rolled out. 

 

b) The reference at 18.1 (a) to Article 47 
is out of date (initial frequency 
migration requirements at the start of 
liberalisation) and should be deleted. 

 

c) Batelco also disagrees that the period 
of domestic roaming should be 
extended as long as sites become 
available or suitable shared facilities 
become available. 

Annex 1 pages 12 - 
13 

(a) & (c) The Authority considers that the “Provided” clause of this condition 
effectively limits its application to situations involving new entry.  Removal 
of this provision may be considered in future as appropriate. 

 

(b) Accepted. 

22 Accounting 
requirements 

(a) Batelco repeats its submission to 
include the original references to 
“regulations” rather than the much 
broader “legal instruments” which 
could include any written decision 
document by The Authority; 

 

(b) Proposes removal or modification of 
Condition 22.3 (structural separation). 
Contains a low threshold requirement 
for structural separation.   

Annex 1 pages 13 - 
14 

(a) See explanation above regarding the revised definition of “applicable legal 
instruments”. 

 

(b) This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 
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Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

24 Cooperation and 
support to 
participate in 
external meetings 
and conventions 

Batelco proposes removal of this 
condition. 

Annex 1 page 14 This condition has been modified to focus on the provision of technical (and not 
financial) support to the Authority for such meetings. 

25 Licence fees Batelco proposes a carryover of the old 
licence condition relating to fees, updated 
to reflect 0.8% of gross revenue (annual 
turnover) relating to licensed activities.   

 

Annex 1 page 14 A revision to the proposed text has been inserted to clarify that the amount of 
the fee will be “up to 1.0% of gross annual turnover.” 

Schedule 
B 

Transitional 
provisions – general 

See comments above as regards 
carryover of existing approvals or deemed 
approvals to avoid existing operators 
having to seek new approvals on issue of 
this service licence. 

Annex 1 pages 14 - 
15 

Clarified as per above. 

Schedule 
B 

Transitional 
provisions – other 
obligations 

Batelco proposes that there should be a 
fresh consultation if there is a future 
introduction of a unified licensing project; 

Batelco proposes removal of this 
transitional provision given that it is 
unclear if there will be a unified licensing 
project. 

Annex 1 page 15 Schedule B has been revised to clarify that this obligation would only come into 
effect if a unified licensing framework were to be adopted following a 
consultation.  
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BATELCO – Comments on Frequency Licence 
 

Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

2.1 Definition of “force 
majeure” 

Batelco repeats its comments above 
made in relation to the corresponding 
definition in the service licence. 

Batelco also proposes a reference to 
“failure or shortage of power supplies” 
which is mentioned in the services licence 
definition, but which is not mentioned in 
the draft definition here. 

Annex 1 page 16 For the sake of consistency with the definition of “force majeure” has 
been amended to reflect the definition contained in the IMTL, 

4.7-4.10 Harmful interference 
resolution measures 

(a) This overlaps considerably with draft 
condition 17 of the individual mobile 
services licence.  It is suggested that 
harmful interference resolution 
measures are including in the 
frequency licence; and 

 

(b) Separately, it is recommended that 
all notifications under the process 
should be in writing. 

Annex 1 pages 16 - 
17 

(a) The Authority recognises that there is some duplication between 
the provisions of the model IMTL and the model Frequency 
Licence.  For the time being, the Authority considers it prudent to 
retain this overlap to ensure consistency between the provisions of 
the existing frequency licences and the model Frequency Licence.  
However, revisions to minimise any unnecessary overlap may be 
considered in future as appropriate. 

 

(b) Accepted. 

10.1 Fees (a) Schedule of Fees - this has not been 
defined; and 

 

(b) Batelco also proposes that there 
should be a pro rata credit 
adjustment to the periodic frequency 
fee in cases where harmful 
interference occurs and affects 
service provision. 

Annex 1 page 17 (a) The model Frequency Licence has been revised to clarify that the 
reference is to the Schedule of Fees approved by the Board of the 
Authority. 

 

(b) This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

12.1 (b) Where licence 
modifications are 
considered 

Batelco proposes reinsertion of a 
provision requiring 6 months’ notice of 

Annex 1 page 17 Upon consideration of Batelco’s comments, the Authority has revised 
the Frequency Licence to align with the existing licence obligation by 
stipulating that reasonable notice of proposed licence modifications 
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Condition 
number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and Position 

necessary by The 
Authority – six 
months’ notice 

such modifications. must be provided. 

12.2 Revocation of 
licence for material 
misstatements in the 
auction process 

Batelco proposes deletion of this 
provision on the basis that anything 
material should be included as a licence 
obligation. 

Annex 1 pages 17 - 
18 

The Authority is of the view that if a licence was obtained on the basis 
of material deception, it has the authority to revoke the licence 
irrespective of whether this provision is included in the licence.  This 
provision will therefore remain in the new form Frequency Licence. 

Schedule 
A 

Assignment of Radio 
Frequency Spectrum 

There is a reference to the need for 
bilateral agreements relating to guard 
band usage, and that these have to be 
notified to The Authority. Batelco 
suggests such a new additional measure 
is not necessary in a licence, and any 
bilateral agreements are up to the 
relevant operators.   

Annex 1 page 18 The Authority has considered the point raised by Batelco and has 
removed this provision as a footnote to the frequency assignment table 
in Schedule A. This issue will be addressed by the Authority in future 
as appropriate. 
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ZAIN – Comments on new form IMTL 
 

Condition 
Number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
comment appears 

in relevant 
document 

The Authority's View and position 

2.1 Definition of “Mobile 
telecommunications 
service” 

a) The definition of “mobile 
telecommunications service” is too 
broad and includes technologies not 
only used by existing IMTL licence 
holders but also by the holders of 
national fixed wireless service 
licences. 

 

b) Given that it is intended that the New 
Form licence should be technology 
neutral, recommended that definition 
should allow for the possibility of 
offering services using technologies 
that may be approved at some point 
in the future. 

Annex A pages 27 – 
28 

The Authority has revised the definition of “Mobile telecommunications 
services”, taking into consideration Zain’s comments and aligning it with 
the final approach to the overall award process.  

8.1 Quality of service 
requirements 

Given that relevant KPIs to be defined in 
the quality of service requirements may 
change from time to time, there is no 
need for explicit references to minimum 
throughput and download speeds as 
parameters. 

Annex A page 28 The Authority considers that throughput and download speeds are 
quality of service parameters that may need to be imposed on 
licensees as obligations if the market does not deliver mobile data rates 
that are in line with international best practice.    

13.2 Obligation to 
implement 
measures with the 
objective of 
maintaining national 
IP peering traffic 
within Kingdom of 
Bahrain.  

The subject of keeping national IP 
peering traffic within Bahrain is the 
responsibility of all industry stakeholders, 
including other ISP’s. This obligation 
should, therefore, be imposed on such 
parties as well, and not only on the 
licensees. Recommended that this matter 
be addressed through other legal 
instruments such as Regulation in order 
to involve all relevant parties. 

Annex A page 30 The Authority has decided to revise the model IMTL to clarify the scope 
of this provision as it applies to mobile licensees.  The issue of 
extending the requirement to cover other types of licensees by 
regulation may be addressed in a future consultation as appropriate. 
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Condition 
Number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
comment appears 

in relevant 
document 

The Authority's View and position 

15.3 Requires licensees 
to install, maintain 
and adjust their 
mobile 
telecommunications 
network so that 
such network routes 
messages and 
otherwise operates 
in accordance with 
the licensee’s 
numbering plan and 
the national 
numbering plan.  

Recommends amending this provision in 
order to address the impact of number 
portability arrangements among licenced 
operators. 

 

Annex A pages 30 - 
31 

This issue may be considered in future as appropriate. 

 

17.2 Pre-approval by the 
Authority of 
technologies used 
by licensee for 
provision of mobile 
telecommunications 
services using the 
frequencies 
assigned. 

Requirement to have technologies used 
pre-approved in this manner by the 
Authority invariably implies that the 
licence is not technologically neutral. 

Annex A page 31 This clause has been removed from model IMTL in alignment with the 
final approach to the overall award process. 

24.1 Requirement that 
the licensee provide 
support to assist the 
Authority in its 
activities at 
international level. 

Contrary to Article 18(a) of the 
Telecommunications Law which sets out 
the sources of the Authority’s funding. 

Annex A pages 31 - 
32 

The model IMTL has been revised to focus the requirement of technical 
support (removing the reference to financial support). 

 



- 63 - 

ZAIN – Comments on Frequency Licence 
 

Condition 
Number 

Description of 
Condition 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
comment appears 

in relevant 
document 

The Authority's View and position 

Section 
4.4 

Cross-border 
frequency 
coordination 

Encourages the Authority to establish a 
coordination mechanism. 

Annex A page 32 The Authority will consider this issue in future as appropriate. 

Section 
4.6 

Obliges licensee to 
migrate in 
accordance with 
requirements set 
down by the 
Authority to ensure 
efficient use of 
radio spectrum  

Condition should be modified in order to 
take into account the need to reach an 
agreement on handling of migration 
costs, associated timetable. 

 

 

Annex A pages 32 - 
33 

The model Frequency Licence has been revised to clarify that the 
licensee is obligated to comply with applicable legal instruments issued 
by the Authority in relation to mandatory migration. 

Section 
4.7 

Resolution of cross-
border interference 
issues    

Encourages the Authority to establish a 
coordination mechanism. 

Annex A page 33 The Authority will consider this issue in future as appropriate. 
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VIVA – Comments on new form IMTL 
 

Condition 
number of 
licence / 
Article 

number of 
Consultation 

Document 

Description of 
Condition / Article 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and position 

Article 193 of 
Consultation 
Document 

Nationwide 
coverage obligation 

Achievement of nationwide coverage 
obligation of 99% should be pitched 
at six months, rather than three 
months as is currently the case under 
Art. 193. 

Page 7 of Response 
Document 

Please see response to Question 21 in the main body of the 
Consultation Response. 

Article 197 of 
Consultation 

Quality of service 
obligation 

Requirement to provide a minimum 
user downlink data speed of 30 Mbps 
covering 80% of the population is 
unrealistic and should be removed.  

 

It is not in line with international 
standards and not currently feasible 
as spectrum is a shared resource and 
many factors could affect quality of 
service. 

Page 7 of Response 
Document 

 Please see response to Question 21 in the main body of the 
Consultation Response. 

Section 13.2 
of the new 
form IMTL 

Obligation to 
implement 
measures with the 
objective of 
maintaining national 
IP peering traffic 
within Kingdom of 
Bahrain. 

This obligation should be imposed on 
all ISPs operating in Bahrain. 

Page 7 of Response 
Document 

This provision of the model IMTL has been revised to clarify that its 
scope as applied to mobile licensees. The extension of this obligation 
to other types of licensees may be addressed in a future consultation 
as appropriate. 

Section 17.2 
of the new 
form IMTL 

Pre-approval by the 
Authority of 
technologies used 
by licensee for 
provision of mobile 

Requirement to have technologies 
used pre-approved in this manner by 
the Authority will hamper innovation 
and limit Bahrain’s ability to be a 
leading telecoms market in the 

Page 7 of Response 
Document 

This clause has been removed from model IMTL in alignment with 
the final approach to the overall award process. 
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number of 
licence / 
Article 

number of 
Consultation 

Document 

Description of 
Condition / Article 

Stakeholder Comment Reference to where 
Comment appears 

in Relevant 
Document 

The Authority's View and position 

telecommunications 
services using the 
frequencies 
assigned. 

region; and 

The licensing of technology should be 
in line with current Bahraini and 
international practices, and should 
only require type approval and the 
holding of a respective frequency 
licence. 

Section 24.1 
of the new 
form IMTL 

Requirement that 
the licensee provide 
support to assist the 
Authority in its 
activities at 
international level. 

This should not be formally 
mandated, but should be discussed 
on a case by case basis as per the 
continuous cooperation between all 
players and the Authority. 

Page 7 of Response 
Document 

This provision of the model IMTL has been revised to focus on 
technical rather than financial support. 

 

 
 


