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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background on the MTAS declaration and SMS termination 

The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) is currently conducting a public 

inquiry into the declaration of the domestic mobile termination access service (MTAS). The inquiry will 

determine the form of the MTAS declaration after it expires on 30 June 2019. 

MTAS has been declared since 1997, when it was first deemed declared, and has been re-declared in 

four subsequent inquiries. Since 2014, the MTAS declaration includes SMS termination services, 

which is a service used to terminate SMS messages between mobile network operators (MNOs).1 

The MTAS final access determination (FAD), which also expires on 30 June 2019, sets out the prices 

for SMS termination. The current rate is 0.03 cents per message. 

1.2 The declaration criteria 

Declaration of the MTAS (or other eligible service) requires the ACCC to find that declaration would 

promote the long-term interests of end-users (LTIE). In 2014, the ACCC found that declaration 

including SMS termination would promote the LTIE because: 

• MNOs had a monopoly over provision of SMS termination services on their network, and there 

were no effective substitutes available. Declaration would promote competition in downstream retail 

markets, including for application-to-person (A2P) SMS services. 

• Declaration would promote any-to-any connectivity between MNOs. 

• Declaration would encourage efficient use of, and investment in, infrastructure used to supply SMS 

termination services, because it would better align prices with the cost of the service while still 

allowing for ongoing investment.2  

1.3 The consequences of including SMS termination in the 

declaration 

The Issues Paper notes that at the time of the declaration of SMS termination in 2014, there was 

evidence of high SMS prices and limited substitution between over-the-top (OTT) messaging 

applications and SMS. In its 2017-18 Communications Sector market study, the ACCC noted that 

increased use of OTT messaging may have diminished the need for SMS regulation. 

We understand that Vodafone will put to the Commission that substitution is indeed increasing and 

that this mitigates against benefits from declaration.  

We have been asked by Vodafone to address another element of the declaration and associated FAD. 

This element is the costs that declaration have imposed on end users with respect to: 

• spam SMS 

                                                      

1  ACCC, Public inquiry into the declaration of the Domestic Mobile Terminating Access Service, August 2018, p. 3 
(Issues Paper) 

2  Issues Paper, pp. 11-12 
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• scams perpetuated using SMS messaging. 

Further, we also consider whether the declaration has imposed costs on MNOs related to the 

management of spam SMS that would not exist, or would be considerably lower, if SMS termination 

was not included the declaration. 

1.4 Overview of the report 

In this report, we consider the costs imposed by the inclusion of SMS termination in the MTAS 

declaration. 

We find that the declaration of SMS termination has led to unintended consequences that reduce 

economic efficiency. These consequences are the increase in SMS spam and SMS scams which have 

created significant externalities for recipients of these messages.  

We estimate these externality costs to be around $15.8 million annually – that is, this is the estimated 

cost arising from declaration and regulated pricing of SMS termination. Our estimates include a range 

up to $66.7 million annually. 

In our view, these costs should be accounted for when considering the balance of cost and benefit in 

the declaration decision relating to the promotion of economic efficiency. This is particularly pertinent 

for a service such as MTAS, which is subject to well-recognised ‘waterbed’ effects whereby lower 

termination charges feed into higher retail charges. This means that the benefits of declaration are 

inherently smaller than for a price reduction for without such offsetting effects.3 

In Section 2 of this report, we estimate the cost imposed by the declaration on end users and MNOs 

from increased spam. 

In section 3 we estimate the costs associated with an increased number of SMS scams. 

In section 4 we estimate the costs associated with addressing increasing levels of spam and scam 

SMS messages. 

 

  

                                                      

3  See, for example, Frontier Economics, Welfare analysis of implications of reduced mobile termination rates, July 
2011, available at: https://www.accc.gov.au/system/files/Attachment%201%20to%20VHA%20submission%20-
%20Frontier%20Economics%20Report.pdf , and Frontier Economics, Assessing the impact of lowering mobile termination 
rates, July 2008. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/system/files/Attachment%201%20to%20VHA%20submission%20-%20Frontier%20Economics%20Report.pdf
https://www.accc.gov.au/system/files/Attachment%201%20to%20VHA%20submission%20-%20Frontier%20Economics%20Report.pdf
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2 THE EFFECT OF 
DECLARATION ON SMS 
SPAM 

2.1 The ACCC expected declaration to induce little additional 

SMS spam 

At the time of the inclusion of SMS in the MTAS declaration, the ACCC received a number of 

submissions that declaring A2P SMS services, when coupled with regulated prices, would lead to an 

increase in spam SMS. This would particularly apply to ‘off net’ SMS messages, which would limit the 

ability of an MNO to identify the likelihood of spam messages.4 

The ACCC considered that declaration of SMS termination services was likely to promote allocative, 

productive and dynamic efficiency. On the issue of spam, the ACCC argued that there were already a 

number of ways to manage and deter the sending of spam SMS: 

• The majority of A2P services providers and SMS aggregators have strict spam policies and 

procedures that they use to monitor and discourage sending of spam SMS using their services.  

• MNOs are also able to monitor whether spam SMS are being sent over their network, and are able 

to block such traffic.  

• Further, the Spam Act 2003 prohibits the sending of spam SMS in Australia, and imposes 

significant penalties for contraventions of the Act.5  

As such the ACCC considered that there were sufficient measures in place to deter spam SMS. 

2.2 SMS spam imposes external costs on users 

The ACCC’s focus in the 2014 declaration inquiry was on the efficiency consequences of declaration. 

In particular the ACCC argued that declaration will help to eliminate inefficiency associated with 

above-cost pricing at the wholesale level and thereby encourage MNOs to set retail prices that 

encourage more efficient use of infrastructure by end-users. 

Because the ACCC rejected the argument that an increase in spam was likely, the ACCC’s 

declaration inquiry did not quantitatively balance the benefits of the declaration – from lower retail 

prices – with an increase in any (external) costs associated with SMS spam or increase in network 

congestion.   

In practice, it does appear that it is an empirical fact that declaration of SMS termination has been 

associated with an increase in SMS spam. The external costs imposed on users of SMS messages, 

and on industry, which must manage spam to mitigate user detriment, suggests that the economic 

efficiency benefits from declaration are likely to have been overstated.  

                                                      

4  ACCC, Domestic Mobile Terminating Access Service Declaration Inquiry: Final Decision, June 2014, p. 56. 

5  ibid. p. 58. 
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We now consider how we can quantitatively estimate the costs of SMS spam on users and on 

industry, which should rightly form part of the considerations regarding the long-term interests of end 

users (and particularly whether declaration promotes socially-beneficial competition, and the efficient 

use of infrastructure) likely to be promoted by declaration.  
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3 ESTIMATING THE 
COSTS OF SMS SPAM 

3.1 Methodology for estimating the incremental costs of spam 

SMS spam is likely to impose three kinds of costs on society: 

• there are costs for recipients of spam in deleting or managing spam 

• there are costs for recipients of spam where these are used to facilitate scams, which can include 

attempts to gain personal information, investment scams, extortion, and fake charities6 

• costs to MNOs in managing and deterring the incidence of spam 

Hence, while the regulated pricing may accurately capture the incremental costs to MNOs of supplying 

SMS messages, it does not capture any of these other categories of cost. 

To quantify the costs of spam and scams, we have used the following methodology to estimate these 

external costs (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Methodology for estimating costs of spam 

 

Source: Frontier Economics 

Of course, it is not the case that all spam is caused by declaration and associated regulated prices. To 

provide an appropriate (incremental) comparison relating to the declaration and FAD, the costs need 

to be estimated both “with” declaration and “without” declaration. 

3.2 Costs associated with user management of spam 

User management of spam refers to costs incurred by users in reviewing and deleting spam.7 To 

estimate the costs of this, we need to estimate spam prevalence, and the costs incurred by users in 

dealing with spam. We use an average cost per spam incidence. 

                                                      

6  https://www.scamwatch.gov.au/types-of-scams  

7  While we have not formally defined spam, we consider this to be any unwanted and/or unsolicited message. 

https://www.scamwatch.gov.au/types-of-scams
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3.2.1 Spam incidence 

With declaration 

To determine the incidence of spam over the last few years since the declaration, we sought 

information from Vodafone directly, and from other independent sources. 

Because the nature of spam can be somewhat subjective, there are few publicly available estimates of 

SMS spam volumes and none directly available for Australia. Cloudmark, a vendor of security 

platforms for mobile networks, provides broad ratios: 

…while 1.5 percent might be a common ratio in developed markets currently, it can be higher in some 

developing countries, even reaching as high as 30 percent.8  

If we assume a baseline rate of spam, then we can estimate spam volumes using total SMS volumes. 

We are not aware of any current publicly-available current sources of information of total SMS 

volumes carried by Australian MNOs. We have therefore considered two sources of information for our 

estimate: 

• The ACMA reported total SMS volumes of just over 36 billion in 2010-11, up from 29.4 billion in 

2009-10.9 In other jurisdictions, we can observe that SMS volumes have been either stable or 

declining over the last 5 years, with volumes in the UK peaking in 2010-11 and since then declining 

by a third.10 This might suggest that SMS volumes are likely to be between 25 and 36 billion. 

• Vodafone further provided us with estimates from Ovum, which includes estimates of actuals in 

2015-17 and forecasts for 2018-2022.11 As identified in Table 2, these estimates suggest total SMS 

of around 30 billion, with approximately 1/6th of the traffic being A2P. The A2P share has been 

growing while P2P traffic is declining. A2P is the primary source of SMS spam traffic. 

                                                      

8  https://www.cloudmark.com/fr/s/resources/whitepapers/the-true-cost-of-SMS-spam  

9  ACMA, The Australian communications and media market, p. 31. See https://www.acma.gov.au/-/media/Research-
and-Analysis/Investigation-reports/PDF/chapter-1_the_aus_communications_and_media_market-pdf.pdf?la=en. 

10  Ofcom, https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/105074/cmr-2017-uk.pdf, p.4. 

11  Ovum, Mobile Messaging Traffic and Revenue Forecast: 2017-22. 

https://www.cloudmark.com/fr/s/resources/whitepapers/the-true-cost-of-SMS-spam
https://www.acma.gov.au/-/media/Research-and-Analysis/Investigation-reports/PDF/chapter-1_the_aus_communications_and_media_market-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.acma.gov.au/-/media/Research-and-Analysis/Investigation-reports/PDF/chapter-1_the_aus_communications_and_media_market-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/105074/cmr-2017-uk.pdf


7 

FINAL 

The costs of including SMS termination in the MTAS declaration  

frontier economics 

Figure 2: Estimates of SMS volumes, 2015-17, ‘000s 

 

Source: Ovum 

If we conservatively use 1.0% as the baseline spam estimate (i.e. for years prior to 2016), then this 

suggests that around 300 million spam messages would have been sent and received annually.  

We use this 1.0% baseline as the base for our ‘without declaration’ estimate of spam SMS. As we now 

set out, we compare this with a ‘with declaration’ rate, which we calculate by linking changes in the 

baseline rate to changes in:  

• ACMA complaints and spam reporting data 

• A2P traffic.  

We then apply this estimated spam rate to volumes to derive the increase in spam SMS attributable to 

the declaration and lower termination pricing. 

Without declaration  

For the ‘without declaration’ spam estimate, we use indirect measures of spam incidence based on 

ACMA data on spam reporting. The ACMA reports annually on complaints received on SMS spam, 

and reports of SMS spam.12 

AMCA data suggests that complaints and reports of spam have grown dramatically. From this, we 

may infer that spam incidence is likely to have grown by similar proportions, assuming no change in 

consumer or ACMA behaviour relating to spam complaints or reporting. 13  

                                                      

12  Complaints are an expression of dissatisfaction made to the ACMA about unsolicited emails or SMS whereas reports 
are an advice of spam activity directed to the ACMA’s anti-spam databases.  

13  While it is feasible that these numbers vary because of changes in awareness or ease of reporting spam, we are not 
aware of any such changes over the years reported. At the least, the ACMA does not make any such qualifications. 
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In Figure 3 and Figure 4, we highlight the change in complaints and reporting of spam SMS which 

occurred after the regulation of SMS termination commenced in January 2016 (noting this is mid-way 

through the 2015/16 year, so that the first full year of relevant data is 2016-17). 

For Figure 3, we extrapolate the 2012-13 to 2014-15 trend assuming a linear relationship between 

complaints and time. In Figure 4, we forecast the trend using a logarithmic relationship, as reports 

were falling sufficiently fast prior to 2016 that a linear relationship would result in zero complaints, 

which we do not think is reasonable. 

Using the more conservative approach of complaints reporting, we estimate that the incidence of 

spam is 30% higher than it otherwise would be. Using reports of spam, the incidence could be 500% 

higher (more than 5 times). 

Figure 3: Complaints relating to SMS spam – actual and forecast 

  

Source: Frontier Economics 

30% 

FAD pricing 
commences 1 Jan 
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Figure 4: Reports relating to SMS spam – actual and forecast 

 

Source: Frontier Economics 

Upper bound capped by increase in in A2P spam 

In determining our ‘without declaration’ estimate, we also take into account the reported growth in A2P 
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, there has been growth of around 1 billion A2P messages, and it seems reasonable that this would be 

upper bound for the number of spam caused by the declaration and lower pricing. We therefore adopt: 

• A ‘low’ case of a 30% increase in the spam rate (from 1.0% to 1.3%) 

• A ‘high’ case of a 200% increase (from 1.0% to 3.0%) on the basis that this would imply an 

increase in spam SMS of 600 million, or just less than two-thirds of the increase in A2P email is 

due to spam activity. 

3.2.2 Unit costs of dealing with spam 

Consumers experience costs associated with spam. Most obviously, there are inconvenience costs 

from wasting time determining whether a message is spam, and then deleting the message once it is 

identified as spam. The cost to a consumer will depend on how long this action takes, and the 

opportunity cost value of their time.  

Given the diversity of costs across users, one could potentially consider a range of values to estimate 

costs. We briefly consider reasonable upper and lower bounds for inputs necessary to derive a cost 

estimate.  

Time spent dealing with SMS spam 

A number of surveys have estimated the time wasted by users in dealing with spam. For example, a 

2005 study on email spam which used a telephone interview methodology states: “the average 

number of spam messages received per day is 18.5 and the average time spent each day deleting 

them is 2.8 minutes.”14 This is around 10 seconds per message. 

Each survey has its limitations. A well-known economic study of spam (Rao & Reiley, 2012) calculates 

values for the costs of spam assuming that “each piece of spam takes an average of five seconds to 

deal with.”15 This study, however, notes that “the chief challenge in totalling up the social cost is 

credibly estimating the number of hours lost by people dealing with spam”.16 

We adopt the approach of 6.25 seconds per spam SMS message (based on a midpoint of 10 and 2.5 

seconds), but report on the sensitivity of our results to other estimates. We further note that the ACMA 

reported in 2012 that, according to focus group research it had conducted: “A common theme raised in 

focus groups was that spam emails were less intrusive than telemarketing calls or spam SMS.”17 

Time value of money 

The principle of opportunity cost is relevant to time wasted dealing with SMS spam – what would the 

value of time spent doing some else have been? In cost-benefit analysis, either an opportunity cost 

approach to working time saved is used, or else estimates are made by on willingness to pay 

principles for leisure time savings.18 Where the opportunity cost of time wasted is productive time 

spent working, the average wage rate could be used as a proxy value. Opportunity cost associated 

with leisure time is usually considered to be lower. 

The time value of money could be applied using wage rates / leisure rates to estimate a cost. Average 

hourly earnings, which we calculate using the average weekly earnings and divide by 40 hours, 

                                                      

14  https://www.cbsnews.com/news/study-spam-wastes-22b-a-year/  

15  Ibid. 

16  Rao & Reiley, “The economics of spam”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, Volume 26, Number 3, Summer 2012—
Pages 87–110, https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.26.3.87  

17  ACMA, Unsolicited telemarketing calls and spam Consumer experiences, November 2013, p. 32. 

18  Commonwealth of Australia, Handbook of Cost Benefit Analysis, January 2006. 

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/study-spam-wastes-22b-a-year/
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.26.3.87
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provides values around $40. This is consistent with the value used in the Rao & Reiley study. Values 

used in cost-benefit analysis for travel time savings (e.g. relating to the value of new roads) tend to be 

somewhat lower than this - values between $10 and $30 per hour are common. 

3.2.3 Cost estimate 

We summarise the outcomes of our empirical analysis in Table 1. This reports figures for an indicative 

year. 

It is evident from these quantifications that the key parameters in the estimate are: 

• the change in spam rate as a result of declaration  

• the value of time spent managing spam SMS per hour  

• The seconds spent managing spam on average. 

It is only if all the lower values are concurrently used that the costs of spam could be considered 

relatively small (less than $1 million annually), while the higher values give a cost of $67 million 

annually. Using midpoint values for each of these key inputs gives a dollar cost of around $15 million 

annually. 

Table 1 Quantifications of cost differences with and with declaration (annual) 

INPUTS HIGH LOW MIDPOINT 

SMS volumes (bn) 30 30 30 

Seconds per spam email (x) 10 2.5 6.25 

Value of an hour ($) 40 10 25 

Value of x seconds ($) 0.11 0.01 0.04 

 
   

With declaration    

 Spam rate (%) 3.0% 1.3% 2.2% 

 Spam emails (m)  900   390   645  

 Dollar cost per year  100,000,000   2,708,333   27,994,792  

 
   

Without declaration    

 Spam rate (%) 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 

 Spam emails (m)  300   300   300  

 Dollar cost per year  33,333,333   2,083,333   13,020,833  

 
   

Difference  
(with - without) 

 $66,666,667   $625,000   $14,973,958  

Source: Frontier Economics calculations 

Result sensitivity 

As indicated above, the results are notably sensitive to two inputs into that calculation: the time spent 

by users in reading and deleting spam messages, and the dollar value of that time.  

As indicated, it is only if values adopted are concurrently low that the expected annual cost less than 

$5 million, and, in most cases, values of more than $10 million annually are estimated. This is 
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highlighted in Figure 5, which uses the value of an hour (opportunity cost) of between $10-$40 and 

seconds per spam SMS of between 2.5 and 10. Other inputs are taken from the midpoint estimates. 

Figure 5: Sensitivity of results 

 

Source: Frontier Economics calculations 
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4 THE EFFECT OF 
DECLARATION ON THE 
COST OF SMS SCAMS 

4.1 SMS is a common source of scams 

Scammers use a number of methods to contact people to propagate scam activity, such as investment 

scams, frauds or extortion threats. As reported by the ACCC, the most common methods are by 

telephone or via email.19 SMS is the third highest source of contact for reported scams – as per 

Figure 1 – with 18,597 scams reported in 2017. 

Figure 6: ACCC reporting on Scams and contact methods 

 

Source: ACCC 

4.2 The volume of SMS scams has increased rapidly 

The ACCC’s reporting also indicates that there has been a material increase in SMS scams reported 

since the time of the price reductions for SMS termination at the start of 2016. The following Figure 7 

highlights changes in the patters of scams as reported to the ACCC. 

                                                      

19  https://www.accc.gov.au/sites/www.accc.gov.au/files/F1240_Targeting%20scams%20MEDIA%20GRAPHIC.png  

https://www.accc.gov.au/sites/www.accc.gov.au/files/F1240_Targeting%20scams%20MEDIA%20GRAPHIC.png
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Figure 7: Changes in source of scams, 2014-17 

 

Source: ACCC Scamwatch reporting, various years 

This Figure indicates that while there was little change between 2014 and 2015, reports more than 

doubled to 2016 and then almost doubled again in 2017. Other main sources (phone and email) 

increased by between 51% and 74% over the same period. 

4.3 The financial cost of SMS scams 

The ACCC’s reporting also includes amounts reported lost. Averaged across the scam reports in 

2017, the average loss per reported SMS scam was just over $90. 

This figure can be used in conjunction with the counterfactual “without declaration” estimate of SMS 

spam, which we estimate using two methods: 

• using the actual reported SMS scam rate increase between 2014 and 2015 (2%) 

• using the actual reported scam rate increase between 2014 and 2015 across all sources of scam 

activity (16%). 

We then compare the actual rate of SMS scams and associated costs with the counterfactual. The 

results of this are summarised in Table 2. 

FAD pricing 
commences 1 Jan 
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Table 2: With and without estimates of SMS scam activity 

 
2014 2015 2016 2017  $ VALUE, 2016,2017# 

SMS reports 

(actual) 

3,907 3,985 9,537 18,597 
 

2 580 880 

Method 1: SMS growth (2%) 4,065 4,146   

Difference  -5,472 -14,451  -1 827 709 

Method 2: Average growth (16%) 4,614 5,341   

Difference -4,923 -13,256  -1 667 685 

Source: Frontier Economics calculations based on ACCC data 

Notes: # To calculate $ value, uses average scam cost per incident of $92. 

From this, we can observe that the likely additional costs for consumers in SMS scams perpetuated in 

2016 and 2017 was around $1.7 million, or just over $800,000 per year. This of course ignores any 

costs associated with the spam activity itself, and measures only consumer losses. 

4.4 Scams are underreported 

The costs estimated so far probably understate the true costs of scams because many scams go 

unreported. Referring to billing fraud specifically, the ACCC has acknowledged that: 

"It is widely expected that billing fraud is probably chronically under-reported," Dr Schaper says, 

referring to consumers who don't have the time to fill out scamwatch.gov.au fraud reports, are too 

embarrassed to do so, or are small business owners who are afraid that reporting a scam might affect 

their liability insurance premiums. "How much under-reporting [is occurring] we don't know," Dr 

Schaper says, adding that many consumers and small businesses don't know whether they've been 

scammed as they don't cross-check their credit card or bank statements.20 

This suggests that the cost estimate we use is likely to be conservative. 

                                                      

20 https://www.smh.com.au/technology/aussie-brothers-tackle-2-1m-bill-scam-problem-after-father-swindled-20180131-
p4yz3s.html  

https://www.smh.com.au/technology/aussie-brothers-tackle-2-1m-bill-scam-problem-after-father-swindled-20180131-p4yz3s.html
https://www.smh.com.au/technology/aussie-brothers-tackle-2-1m-bill-scam-problem-after-father-swindled-20180131-p4yz3s.html
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5 THE COST TO 
NETWORKS OF 
MANAGING SPAM 

5.1 Managing spam imposes real resource costs on MNOs 

MNOs must manage spam SMS to mitigate the costs of spam to users, and to reduce congestion on 

their own networks. 

The costs incurred by MNOs are a real resource cost, but they contribute little to the value of 

messaging. In other words, any additional costs incurred in managing spam reduces the total value of 

transactions between MNOs and end users. For this reason, any increases in costs incurred in 

managing SMS spam are relevant to the consideration of economic efficiency. 

5.2 Estimate of costs incurred 

We sought information from Vodafone to understand the costs associated with the declaration and 

significant price reduction of SMS termination in 2016. 

We understand that in 2014 VHA deployed an SMS security platform to block SMS spam messages 

from being delivered to Vodafone customers.  

The costs of this platform consist of capital and operating costs. Capital costs were in the vicinity of 

[CIC], while ongoing operating costs are of the order of [CIC] per year. 

Although the operating costs of the system do increase from 2014, it does not appear that this 

correlates directly with increased spam volumes. On that basis, and in the time available, we conclude 

that it would be difficult to accurately measure an increase in Vodafone’s costs of managing SMS 

spam. It is also feasible that costs for other mobile operators have increased, but we do not have 

information to substantiate this at this time.  
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

We conclude that the ACCC’s declaration of SMS termination and associated reduction in price has 

very likely had the effect of increasing the amount of SMS spam, and thereby imposing a range of 

external costs on end users and industry. This is mostly in the form of costs to consumers from 

dealing with unwanted text messages. 

We estimate the annual costs to be as follows in Table 3. We have considered the sensitivity of the 

results to alternative inputs (as documented in Section 4), and consider that the results are robust to a 

range of inputs. 

Table 3: Summary of costs 

TYPE OF COST ESTIMATE (ANNUAL) 

Cost of consumers of spam $15.0 million 

Cost of scams $0.8 million 

Measurable costs to MNOs of spam management ~ 

TOTAL $15.8 million 

Source: Frontier Economics calculations 

These indicative annual costs could be multiplied by the length of the declaration (and discounted) 

when considering the balance of cost and benefit in the declaration decision relating to the promotion 

of economic efficiency and the promotion of competition. This is particularly pertinent for a service 

such as MTAS, which is subject to well-recognised ‘waterbed’ effects whereby lower termination 

charges feed into higher retail charges. This means that the benefits of declaration are inherently 

smaller than for a price reduction for without such offsetting effects. 
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