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AKEP response to comments received for the public consultation on: 
Rules and Guidance on Accounting Separation and Costs Calculation for the Undertakings with Significant Market Power (SMP) in Albania

AKEP published the Guidelines and Instructions for Accounting Separation and Cost Accounting on 30th October 2013, with a closing date for responses of 30th November 2013.  A launch event attended by SMP operators was held on 6th November 2013, where the rules and guidance were explained and discussed and questions regarding the consultation process were answered.  Several responses from interested parties were received to the public consultation, which contained twenty two questions.  A final event to allow further communication regarding this regulation was held on 18th December 2013 in Tirana.  This included a summary of responses made to the consultation and AKEP’s responses to them.
This document responds to comments made in stakeholder responses submitted in writing and raised in person at the event and deals with anything given in answer to those questions.  It also contains the final published AKEP decision and regulatory statement, revised where necessary to include adjustments which AKEP has decided to make following the consultation.
Consultation Responses
Responses were received, at various times before and after extended deadlines, from AMC, Vodafone, Albtelecom and Plus Communications.
Below follows a summary of the general comments made by each respondent within the allowed deadline, along with answers from AKEP.  This is then followed by a summary view of all questions posed and responses received, with AKEP answers.  This section includes coverage of responses received  after the expiry of the original deadline, insofar as deemed possible and appropriate by AKEP in preparing this document.

AMC
AMC states that the document is important to regulation in the Albanian market and as guidance for the implementation of accounting separation in the country, but believes the obligations to be extremely burdensome and the timescales for implementation too tight.  AMC also raises issues with the auditing provisions in the document and especially with the reporting requirements relating to non-SMP services.  AMC believes that regulatory obligations can only be applied to SMP services (voice call and SMS termination) and therefore questions the regulatory and legal justification for asking for information on non-SMP services (retail products and markets).  Finally, AMC states that the additional information required under the rules and guidelines is too detailed and unjustifiable.
The issues raised in AMC’s introductory comments are picked up again in answers to questions posed in the consultation.  These will be included in the summary view of all respondent comments below.
AKEP offers some clarification and objective justification below, in particular the reasons for requiring some data on non-SMP services and explanation on timescales and auditing provisions.  AKEP believes that the issues raised by AMC are understandable, but that the regulatory remedy decision made by AKEP will remain unchanged.  An important change to the timescales has been decided upon by AKEP and this is detailed in comments and answers to Q1 and Q18 below.  Good communications and strong working relationships between AKEP and SMP operators will be extremely important in dealing with the challenges created by the new regime in future years.
Vodafone
Vodafone states that this regulatory remedy is not justified or proportionate for mobile markets, arguing that they are competitive and do not contain evidence of dishonest cross-subsidy.  Like AMC, Vodafone raises issues to do with short timescales and the availability of auditors, along with the fundamental objection to having to provide any detail on non-SMP services in regulatory financial statements.  Vodafone also questions consistency with EU and regional policy, the need for CCA/LRIC reporting obligations and differentials between mobile and fixed market regulation.
As mentioned above, AKEP responses to all issues raised will be included in the question and answer sections below.  In addition, it should be noted that the imposition of these regulatory remedies and the nature of guidelines and instructions produced are entirely consistent with best practice across the EU and wider region, as has been made clear in the document published.  It is accepted that accounting separation is not usually used in regulating mobile markets, but must be acknowledged that the Albanian market is different in structure and nature to larger EU markets.  Competition issues in all aspects of the Albanian market are being addressed through regulatory policy and investigation by the relevant authorities, without any prejudicial conflicts.  Accounting separation and regulatory financial reporting are legitimate remedies in wholesale markets where non-discrimination and the absence of cross-subsidy should be demonstrable, without negatively impacting commercial operations.  AKEP will be able to use these new measures as a powerful tool for the promotion of competition and consumer welfare in future years.  The requirement to provide basic levels of detail on financial data relating to non-SMP services is consistent with EU recommendations and assists in maintaining the tool referred to, without damaging the interests of operators in the market.
Albtelecom
Albtelecom submitted a comprehensive response, split between an overall comments section and answers to AKEP’s specific questions.
In the first part of its response, Albtelecom deals with three topics.  The first of these is to do with costing methodologies and transition provisions and issues relating to fixed versus mobile operators.  Albtelecom refers to the ‘access deficit’ it suffers on monthly access charges allowed by regulation and the alleged unfair practices in on-net/off-net price discrimination by dominant mobile operators in Albania.  Albtelecom refers to recent complaints made and correspondence with AKEP.  Albtelecom’s belief in a lack of competition (fixed versus mobile), the issue of access deficit and a valid precedent across Europe on the regulation of termination rates lead it to propose an alternative transition plan for cost accounting in regulatory financial submissions.  This alternative includes different requirements on historic versus current cost accounting and versions of LRIC between fixed and mobile operators.
The second topic refers to the challenges facing auditors of regulatory financial statements and the nature of the new regime.  Albtelecom proposes that the process specified by AKEP in the Guidelines be varied to include an extra six month period before each annual regulatory accounting submission in which SMP operators should supply AKEP with an ‘Accounting Procedures Manual’ (APM) to review and provide feedback on.  The aim of this would be to clarify and harmonise policies and methodologies, as well as assist the audit process.  A consequence of this would be to extend the timescale for regulatory financial reporting by six months.
The third topic refers to Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) calculations that Albtelecom will have to make as part of its obligations and the differences in network, markets and risk between fixed and mobile market operators.  Albtelecom proposes that, in view of higher competitive pressure, investment levels and the inability to finance business from global parent corporations, it should be allowed to adopt a higher value WACC than other mobile operators.
Albtelecom’s responses to particular questions also include more justification for the main issues raised and proposals made that are summarised above.   They also contain various other points that will be picked up in the section below giving a summary view on what has been raised by all respondents. AKEP welcomes Albtelecom’s positive engagement and suggestions.
The proposal made for changes to the transition arrangements for costing methodologies is obviously based on a set of views on the Albanian market and assumptions on the correct way in which to address them.  The suggested approach relaxes requirements on Albtelecom (by allowing a LRIC deadline to slip to year three) and significantly increases requirements on mobile operators to include a pure LRIC obligation from year one.  As AKEP’s rules and guidelines do not specify pure LRIC anywhere and it is not a remedy currently employed by AKEP, this proposal is inappropriate.  AKEP has decided to extend the timescales for implementation significantly (see Q1 and Q18 below) and it considers the transition sequence set out in the revised guidelines and instructions is feasible for all SMP operators and that the timescales allowed for implementation are sufficient.  AKEP’s work on developing policy in relation to cost orientated termination rates will continue as normal, responding to economic and competition issues as they are assessed.
The proposal made by Albtelecom on the ‘APM’ and methods by which accounting policies and methods may be shared and improved in advance of audit and submission is interesting insofar as it is intended to improve quality, transparency and compliance.  AKEP considers that provisions made in the Guidelines and Instructions for audit (Section 3.5) and the contents of submissions (Section 3.6) should always aim to achieve the goals promoted by Albtelecom with this proposal.  It appears to rely on the addition of six months to original timescales that AKEP has now revised significantly.  AKEP believes the new timescales to be sufficient for the activities that need to occur, and that there will be no need for further delays in implementation and the regular annual process.  It is not necessary to extend the submission deadlines any further, as the result would surely be regulatory financial statements that refer to a period so long past as to seriously reduce their usefulness for regulatory policy development and the promotion of competitiveness and consumer benefit in the Albanian market.  AKEP believes that the concepts behind the Albtelecom proposal can contribute very positively to the development of the new regime in the next few years and looks forward to further engagement with Albtelecom accordingly, especially as extended implementation deadlines should provide the opportunity to develop the APM concept for practical use.
With regard to the third topic in Albtelecom’s response, the WACC used in regulatory financial reporting, AKEP considers that Sections 4.2.3 and A1.4 of the Guidelines give sufficient information, guidance and instruction for SMP operators to calculate and use WACC data in submissions.  It is clearly stated that AKEP must be involved in agreeing methodologies, assumptions and disaggregated values.  This is dependent on a positive and cooperative engagement between AKEP and SMP operators.  It should be expected that the work performed in deriving values for WACC will address any concerns about the assumptions and variables that go into it for individual SMP operators.  Judgements should be made on the basis of evidence and analysis rather than pre-existing desires to benefit one operator over another.  If any regulatory decision making is required to clarify and fix WACC data for different sectors, operators or divisions AKEP will build it into its work plan during transition and implementation.

Answers to questions
Q1 Regulatory accounting principles (Section 3.2)

Do you have any comments on the regulatory accounting principles presented?

AMC raises issues with the validity of any AS/CA requirements relating to non-SMP services, which are shared by Vodafone.  Both operators strongly object to what they perceive to be short timescales for implementation, which present them with resourcing, systems and auditing challenges.
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The request for financial data on non-SMP services (retail products) is consistent with the EU practice designed to ensure that regulators are able to carry out their tasks in respect of market regulation and consumer protection.  This requirement is not meant to be onerous or in conflict with SMP obligations for non-competitive services.  AKEP has made a judgement on the amount of detail required to adequately assess non-discrimination and transparency by SMP operators and limits the information required accordingly.

AKEP accepts comments made regarding the challenges of setting up systems and human resources to deal with the extra work involved in AS/CA and has extended implementation deadlines by an entire year in response.  The timescales and guidance now given have been designed to allow enough time for any operator to address the issues.  Details of tendering processes, consultancy requirements and operator budgets are matters for operators alone and AKEP cannot concern itself with those for obvious reasons.  As mentioned in the guidelines and instructions document, it should be expected that the staffing and systems burdens created by the new regime will lessen significantly after the first year or two of operation.

Regarding Section 3.2 e, Albtelecom suggests extending the materiality point to explicitly state a tolerance of 10% year on year.  AKEP accepts this suggestion and the Section will be revised in the final version of the Guidelines and Instructions document.

Plus states that principles are too generic and are insufficiently prescriptive.  AKEP disagrees and believes the principles written are well recognised and meet the purpose required.

Q2 Cost allocation principles (Section 3.3)

Do you have any comments on the cost allocation principles described?

In response AMC refers again to information requirements for non-SMP services and the challenges of implementation.  Vodafone expresses a belief that CCA/LRIC impositions are unjustifiable and Albtelecom suggests a change linked with its proposals, which are covered in the text above.

These issues are all addressed elsewhere in this document and full descriptions and justifications for regulatory decisions are given in the Guidelines and Instructions.  The cost accounting rules imposed are subject to transitional arrangements designed to assist in the implementation process and AKEP believes all proposals to be reasonable and sufficient.

Q3 Regulatory accounting documentation (Section 3.4)

Do you have any comments on the regulatory accounting documentation which is described?

AMC repeats points made in previous responses and Albtelecom points to answers given for Annex 2.

Plus suggests a public knowledge sharing exercise within the industry group, which AKEP finds interesting and potentially worth discussing at public events to assess the willingness of operators to participate.

Q4 Audit (Section 3.5)

Do you have any comments on the processes for the appointment of auditors and the undertaking of the audits?

AMC describes its position within a European corporate group and the impact this has on its tendering processes.  It also discusses issues to do with consultancy requirements and the cost of implementation, along with the exact nature of provisions related to AKEP involvement in auditor selection.  Albtelecom restates its proposal to do with APM, which is addressed above, and the effect that the proposal could have on auditing processes and cost.

The precise details of group policy on auditor selection and consultancy are matters for operators and their parent groups to resolve, although AKEP does understand that certain issues may arise because of international ownership.  AKEP is happy to discuss and assist with these matters bilaterally with affected operators.  In a scenario where local audit firms are not acceptable to international company standards, it should prove feasible to use suppliers from outside Albania to perform the specific audit activities required.

Comments are given above for answers on operator implementation challenges and the fact that the specific aspects of them are matters for operators to address.  The APM proposal by Albtelecom is also discussed above.

AKEP understands that cost will be incurred as part of this implementation, but believes that it is entirely reasonable, consistent with best regulatory practice and will promote competition and consumer welfare in Albania.

AKEP is not proposing to actively approve auditor appointments, but is seeking to maintain clear communications with operators to ensure that the regulatory audit processes are adequate and do not present problems for operators close to the time of submission.  The relevant section of the final Guidelines and Instructions has been revised to help clarify AKEP’s position and involvement in audit processes.

Q5 Publication (Section 3.6)

Do you have any comments on the publication requirements set out?

AMC repeats points made in previous responses.  Albtelecom suggests that full costing models may have to remain within operator systems, accessible to AKEP and its subcontractors in ‘data room’ conditions.  AKEP agrees that this could prove to be a necessary arrangement and believes that the scenario is sufficiently accounted for by reference to future discussions and specifications on submissions and data sharing and the fact that operators are obliged to provide information ‘sufficient to allow AKEP to test methods and assumptions for regulatory compliance purposes.’

Vodafone objects to the obligation to provide regulatory financial information to AKEP in electronic form for the purposes referred to above.  This requirement will be fully developed over time and AKEP considers the current obligation to be proportionate and reasonable.  Data will be consistent with what is published in statements elsewhere.  Anything not required to be published under rules set out in the Guidelines and Instructions is capable of being designated as commercially sensitive and confidential between operator and AKEP.

Q6 Summary guidance (Section 3.7)

Do you have any comments on the general guidance provided?

AMC repeats points made in previous responses.  Albtelecom asks for clarification on Section 3.7 g, which states that there must be explanation of any differences arising and reported between the costing analysis part of regulatory financial submissions and the cost basis and cost orientated tariff controls imposed by AKEP in separate regulation.  Vodafone also raises issues with this requirement.  This is intended to deal with any instance where costs reported in AS/CA are at variance with cost orientation obligations and price controls, so that AKEP and operators can resolve such differences and prevent the occurrence of non-compliance on more than one area at the same time.  The data analysed under this provision should be consistent in time frame and content, such that no issues arise relative to costs and periods analysed that could invalidate the reporting.  Any technical complexities arising with this aspect of compliance can be discussed between AKEP and operators as part of the development of reporting and submissions.

Q7 Allocation methodology (Section 4.1)

Do you have any comments on the allocation methodologies described?

AMC expresses the view that details given are too theoretical and asks for more specific instructions, along with repeating comments made regarding disclosure for non-SMP services.  Plus expresses similar views.  Albtelecom refers to its proposals for APM and the potential advantages it could bring to communication on methodologies.  This has been covered in this document previously.

In respect of AMC’s comments, AKEP has sought to provide as much guidance as possible on compliant cost allocation methodologies and generic information on the types of model that could satisfy such requirements.  AKEP considers that the guidance and examples given go beyond the simply theoretical and should prove adequate for professional functions within SMP operators and auditors to create working systems and processes.  AKEP certainly cannot provide populated costing models ready for use by Albanian market participants, based on previous regulatory work or anything else.  To do so would significantly exceed the role that AKEP fulfils as an economic regulator and conflict with its position in the Albanian market and economy.  It should also be understood that each SMP operator runs its own services on its own platforms and networks and should be capable of analysing them and reporting on them using its own systems, personnel, auditors and judgement.

Q8 Cost accounting (Section 4.2)

Do you have any comments on the cost accounting methodologies described?

AMC comments on specific CCA accounting policy issues and requests more explicit guidance or instruction on indexing and statistical references.  Vodafone disagrees with the implementation of CCA.

AKEP has provided general guidance on methodologies and accepts that certain challenges may arise from having to make judgements on the appropriate bases for asset revaluations.  However, this is a professional matter for operators and their advisors, which AKEP should be informed on and able to respond to after submission.  AKEP is happy to discuss technical issues during normal engagement with operators on these subjects.  The reasons for implementing CCA within a regulatory accounting regime are well-established and covered in the Guidance and Instructions document.

Q9 Long Run Incremental Cost (Section 4.3)

Do you have any comments on the description of LRIC methodologies?

AMC requests that AKEP provides an actual FAC cost model that should be used by all operators, along with a form of network topology for use in the same way.  Albtelecom requests some clarification relating to Section 4.3.2 and extra detail relating to pure LRIC.  Vodafone regards LRIC obligations as unnecessary.

The answer to Q7 above is relevant.  AKEP will not provide working costing models to operators individually or as a group, as these have to be designed, created and operated by companies on their own behalf.  AKEP cannot provide network topologies for use by operators.  The topology used by any operator should be based on its actual network and own assumptions and analysis for the purposes it seeks to fulfil.

Section 4.3.2 does contain some description of modelling techniques which may be used by operators or AKEP in practice.  Full details on what is required are included throughout the document, especially in Annex 1 regarding costing systems.  Pure LRIC is dealt with in the guidance, but is not currently imposed as a regulatory remedy.

Q10 Transfer charging (Section 4.4)

Do you have any comments on the approach proposed to transfer charging?

AMC asks for clarification regarding the concepts of ‘disaggregated units/divisions’ and ‘integrated organisation’, as stated in the document.

Disaggregated units or divisions are operating parts of a company that effectively trade with each other at arm’s length and tend to be managed as separate entities.  A vertically integrated organisation is, in this example, a telecoms company that includes network, wholesale and retail divisions or units (at least), all participating in the relevant market.

Albtelecom comments on the fact that regulatory financial submissions will be historical documents as far as transfer charging statement are concerned, therefore showing equality of charging as it occurred in the past.  This is accepted by AKEP as a point of clarification.

Albtelecom also highlights a potential issue with transfer charging disclosure for regulated products that are not sold externally.  AKEP is clear on the fact that a wholesale product that is non-competitive and therefore regulated may be unsuccessful in the market, but can still be represented as an internal transaction within a vertically integrated organisation.  SMP operators should take a pragmatic view on how to account for and report such cases, avoiding unnecessary systems and analysis work, but ensuring accuracy and comprehensive submissions.

Q11 Reconciliation (Section 4.5)

Do you have any comments on the reconciliation principles proposed?

AMC asks for sample reports and mentions again the challenges with implementation.

A basic generic reconciliation statement that is adequate for compliance is included in Annex 2.  AKEP expects operators to design their own methods and reports to ensure consistency, accuracy and compliance.

Q12 Audit (Section 4.6)

Do you have any comments of the audit requirements required?

Albtelecom refers to its proposals for APM and asks a question regarding the accounting treatment of regulatory auditing costs and if they can be allocated to wholesale services only.  AKEP’s view is that this is firstly a matter for internal accounting policy and audit processes, but that it should be an issue discussed between operators and AKEP in the normal course of business leading up to regulatory submissions.

Albtelecom suggests a constraint be placed on regulatory auditors in respect of working on a consultancy basis for an operator’s competitors for a period after the end of a professional engagement.  In AKEP’s view this is a commercial, legal matter that can only be addressed as such and is not something that AKEP can give judgement or make regulatory rulings on.

Albtelecom links its answer to that given for Q5, covered in the text above, which AKEP refers to here.

Q13 Data Integrity and Maintenance (Section 5)

Do you have any comment on the data integrity and maintenance requirements?

No specific operator comments were received, apart from Vodafone’s expression of reserved agreement.

Q14 Transparency (Section 6.1)

Do you have any comments of the transparency requirements?

AMC repeats points made in previous responses in respect of non-SMP services and points out that transparency is an important concept for both sides of the regulatory engagement.  AKEP agrees that transparency and communication on both sides is important to successful regulation.  AKEP also tests all actions for proportionality and believes that these rules meet requirements.

Q15 Confidentiality (Section 6.2)

Do you have any comments on the confidentiality arrangements described?

AMC requests that AKEP should be consistent with Albanian legislation in force and EU Directives to ensure information confidentiality.  Albtelecom refers to points made previously regarding this issue.
AKEP agrees to meet the request and that confidentiality and commercial sensitivity will be of prime importance throughout the AS/CA process.

Q16 Publication (Section 6.3)

Do you have any comments on the Publication requirements described?

AMC expresses concerns similar to those raised in the last question, around confidentiality and commercial sensitivity and the consequences of breach.
AKEP regards commercial sensitivity and confidentiality as vitally important principles and has defined the information to be published in the Annex of the Guidelines and Instructions document published.  Any illegal action on the part of any entity should be subject to the relevant law in all cases.

Q17 Relevant markets (Section 6.4)

Do you have any comments on the approach proposed to deal with SMP and non- SMP markets?

AMC repeats comments on non-SMP reporting made previously.  Albtelecom suggests that separated accounting data should not be required for non-SMP services, but accepts that retailing cost records may be needed to perform regulatory functions as they are related to wholesale markets.  This point is broadly in line with the reasons why regulatory authorities may have cause to extend information requirements to non-regulated areas, which are important in this case and justify the reasons for reporting levels contained within the guidelines and instructions issued.

Q18 Timescales (Section 7)

Do you have any comments on the proposed timescales and transition arrangements proposed?

Albtelecom mentions its proposals for APM, which are covered above.
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AKEP strongly believes that this regulatory remedy will help promote competition in the Albanian market and has answered questions about methodology, systems and the adequacy of guidance above.

AKEP has considered the timescales and the impacts on operators in detail and decided that the implementation timetables given should be modified to allow for systems implementation and new reporting arrangements.  Therefore, the first reported year to be covered by implementation of these regulatory obligations will be 2014.  This introduces an entire extra year into the implementation process for AS/CA, which should assist SMP operators in making all arrangements for systems and compliance and in developing a sound methodology in cooperation with AKEP.  A year end of December 2014 will entail a deadline of September 2015 for first submission and AKEP believes that nine months after period end should be long enough to allow for the necessary implementation.  All other details on timing and implementation remain, including the transition from HCA and FCA to CCA and LRIC.  Operators with reporting periods ending within six months of the new implementation date will have nine months to submit.  Operators with reporting periods ending more than six months from the new date will have six months to submit.

Q19 Cost Accounting Instructions (Annex 1)

Do you have any comments on the cost accounting instructions presented?

AMC repeats comments on non-SMP services and asks for specific cost drivers to be supplied by AKEP to SMP operators.  See above for answers on the provision of specific cost models by AKEP to operators.  Vodafone repeats concerns with top down LRIC modelling (see responses to Q6 above). 

Albtelecom raises various issues in respect of Annex 1 and refers to the APM concept in relation to them.  This has been answered above.  As Albtelecom states, there will be many issues of accounting policy and audit treatment within the AS/CA process and these will be matters for operators and their advisors to resolve.  As has been made clear, AKEP will require the specified levels of positive engagement, data sharing and methodological description to ensure no compliance issues remain outstanding.

Albtelecom mentions some issues to do with the calculation of WACC and correctly points out that this aspect may become subject to further regulatory action (see above).  It also mentions technical points to do with retail revenue analysis, CCA revaluation and LRIC modelling.  Each operator should expect to work and take advice on these technical aspects of regulatory accounting, which must result in compliance with the Guidelines and Instructions.  AKEP is of the opinion that the specific LRIC obligations included in the cost accounting transition plans should not be onerous and that operators should be able to take practical steps towards compliance consistent with general thinking on the derivation and uses of top down LRIC modelling.  Albtelecom refers to the requirement stated in A4.2 regarding flexible models and its belief that this should only apply to bottom up LRIC models and not the type that operators are required to produce.  AKEP’s view is that any cost model of this type must be capable of flexibility in terms of variables and assumptions, which is all that this aspect of the instructions are intended to refer to.

Q20 Example Reports (Annex 2)

Do you have any comments on the proposed report formats based on the examples provided?

AMC repeats comments made in respect of reporting for non-SMP services, which Vodafone shares.  Vodafone also mentions its doubts about the proportionality of the reporting requirements on the mobile market and the exact nature of mobile retail revenue analysis.

Albtelecom correctly identifies the fact that the example reports given are not intended to be definitive or specific, but should be used as a guide to develop regulatory submissions, which is relevant to concerns in responses set out above.

Albtelecom raises issues to do with the reporting of retail revenues by mobile operators and potential regulatory remedies that could be applied in cases where mobile retail markets required intervention.  AKEP cannot pre-empt future regulatory action or limit its ability to act in future by commenting on specific issues at this stage.  Questions regarding the reporting requirements for non-SMP services have been dealt with in this document and throughout the Guidelines and Instructions published.

Albtelecom goes to some length in discussing report formats and the format and contents of them.  As Albtelecom recognises and states in various places, the reports shown are intended to be a guide for development and are based on standard practice formats from the European area.  Views are welcome at all times regarding best practice in developing reporting detail and AKEP expects this to form an important part of the engagement between it and regulated operators in future.

Albtelecom refers to its concept of an access deficit and the need to subsidise access, which is tariff controlled, from calls and data services.  It therefore suggests the validity of a transfer charge representing this subsidy.  AKEP’s view is that a transfer charging entry of this type would not be consistent with the definition of transfer charging that is accepted for regulatory accounting or the rules of transparency and non-discrimination that must be adhered to.  Transfer charging should represent equivalent charges made internally, in comparison with relevant external charges.  This concept and practice should therefore not be introduced as part of the current implementation.  AKEP is aware of Albtelecom’s concerns in this area and expects to continue positive engagement in this regard.

Q21 Additional Information (Annex 2, Section A3)

Do you have any comments on the additional information requirements set out?

AMC and Vodafone disagree with the complexity and relevance of examples shown in the document.

Section A3.2 contains a non-definitive guide to additional information that could support regulatory financial reporting.  Operators should expect to use this as a guide and develop their own set of additional reports, all of which would not be subject to publication.  This may be discussed in normal business with AKEP.  It should be mentioned that all cost items are potentially relevant in a fully allocated cost accounting system.

Q22 Audit Opinion (Annex 2, Section A4)

Do you have any comments on the audit opinion requirements set out?
Albtelecom mentions the APM concept, which is discussed above.
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