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Programme 
Online Workshop 27 January 2022 

Review of the Broadband Cost Reduction Directive 

9:30 – 9:40  Welcome and introduction 

 (European Commission)  

9:40 – 9:50  Study objectives and methodology 

 (Cara Schwarz-Schilling, WIK-Consult) 

9:50 – 10:20  SESSION 1  

 Evaluation of the BCRD 

 (Ilsa Godlovitch, WIK-Consult) 

10:20-10:40 Q&A 

10:40 – 11:00  BREAK 

11:00 – 11:55  SESSION 2  

 Options for revision and Impact Assessment 

 (Ilsa Godlovitch, WIK-Consult) 

11:55 – 12:25  Q&A  

12:25 – 12.30  Closing remarks 

 (Cara Schwarz-Schilling, WIK-Consult) 
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Overview of the study: 

Cara Schwarz-Schilling 

Programme 
Online Workshop 27 January 2022 
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Context to the study 

 Civil works constitutes 70%+ of total network deployment costs 

 BCRD, adopted in 2014 and applied since 2016 seeks to support 

the deployment of high-speed broadband by reducing costs and 

streamlining administrative processes 

 The BCRD is ripe for review notably in view of: 

 Market developments incl 5G deployment, VHCN deployment by 

utilities and municipalities, emergence of wholesale infrastructure 

operators 

 Gigabit society targets and legislative developments and guidelines 

including the EECC, Connectivity toolbox, SAWAP Commission 

Implementing Regulation 

 Requirements for VHC connectivity in light of COVID, public funds 
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The provisions of the BCRD 
PIA and civil works co-ordination 

 Article 3: Physical Infrastructure Access Network operators required to 

offer access to their physical infrastructure to electronic communication 

network providers on fair and reasonable terms and conditions, including 

price. Disputes can be referred to the Dispute Resolution Body 

 Article 4: Information about existing physical infrastructure All network 

operators required to provide a minimum set of information in response to a 

reasonable request from an ECN operator. MS may require public sector 

bodies to make available information they hold via a Single Information 

Point (SIP) 

 Article 5: Civil works co-ordination Network operators which are fully or 

partially financed by public means must meet reasonable requests from 

ECN operators to co-ordinate civil works on transparent and non-

discriminatory terms. MS may provide guidelines on cost allocation 

 Article 6: Information about civil works co-ordination. All network 

operators must make a minimum set of information available concerning 

planned civil works upon written request from an ECN operator. This 

information must then be made available via the single information point 
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The provisions of the BCRD 
Permits and in-building infrastructure 

 Article 7: Permit granting: Member States must provide information about 

conditions and procedures for granting permits for ECN civil works. MS 

must ensure that decisions on permits are made within 4 months, but may 

extend the deadline in justified cases. MS may require permit applications 

through electronic means and may provide for compensation in case 

deadlines are not respected 

 Article 8: In-building infrastructure: All new buildings and major 

renovations must be equipped with high-speed broadband ready in-building 

physical infrastructure. MS may introduce a high-speed ready label 

 Article 9: Access to in-building infrastructure ECN operators have the 

right to deploy their network up to the access point and to access any 

existing building physical infrastructure where duplication is technically 

impossible or economically inefficient. Holders of the right to use the access 

point and in-building physical infrastructure must meet reasonable requests 

for access from ECN operators on fair and reasonable terms and 

conditions, including price 
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Study objectives 

 The study contributes to the review by the EC of the BCRD  

 Key elements 

 Overview of the application of the BCRD (including optional 

measures and measures going beyond scope of BCRD) 

 An independent evaluation of the functioning of the Directive 

 Identification of possible options for reform and associated 

Impact Assessment 
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Evidence-base 

 The analysis in the report draws on: 

 Previous implementation reports by EC and BEREC 

 Data gathering from national authorities based on online questionnaire 

Q1 2021 (responses from 21 EU MS + Norway) 

 Survey conducted in Q1 2021: 34 responses received, incl. 2 ECN 

trade associations and 10 ECN operators operating across 17 EU MS, 

14 national and local authorities 

 56 structured interviews incl. ECN and other network operators, 

municipalities and representatives, tower co’s and 12 NRAs/DSBs 

 17 Case studies (12 EU and 5 non-EU) 

 Responses to the EC’s online public consultation 
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Milestones 

 Q1 2021: Intensive data gathering including stakeholder survey, 

questionnaires to Member States and network operators and 

interviews 

 16 and 18 June: Public workshop to gather feedback on 

preliminary findings 

 Sept-Nov 2021: Follow-up questions and interviews 

 December 2021: Finalisation of report 

 27 January 2022: Final workshop, presentation of results 
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Evaluation of the BCRD: 

Ilsa Godlovitch 

Programme 
Online Workshop 27 January 2022 
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Which factors are important for ECN 

operators in deploying VHCN? 

 Smooth and efficient permit granting procedures are critical for the 

deployment of VHCN 

 Access to PIA (especially ECN and electricity) + information also critical 

 To what extent do 

the following 

aspects influence 

the timely and 

efficient deployment 

of electronic 

communications 

networks? 

Responses of ECN 

providers 

 Source:  Responses to the European Commission online consultation on the review of the 

BCRD. 0=no influence 2=significant influence. Average of responses from ECN providers 
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How effective has the BCRD been? 

 BCRD has improved access to PI and associated information as well as 

deployment of in-building infrastructure; but there is still room for improvement 

 Significant problems still remain in particular with permit granting, which is 

considered critical to VHCN, but where levels of ECN operator satisfaction are 

very low 

Electronic 

communication 

operator views 

on the practical 

effects of the 

BCRD  

Source: Responses to WIK ICF survey Q1 2021 – average of responses by 10 

electronic communications operators present in 16 EU Member States. 

Responses from +2 very positive 0 no change to -2 very negative) 



12 

How effective has the BCRD been? 
Physical Infrastructure Access 

 Several MS have clarified 

terms and conditions 

through disputes or 

guidelines 

 BCRD linked to PIA uptake 

in e.g. IT, HU, DE, PL, LT, 

FI (FR, PT predates) 

 Only means for telecom PIA 

in RO, BG, SE, DK (no SMP 

PIA). BCRD poles used for 

wireless deployment e.g. 

AT, HU, LT, PT 

 Total PIA use estimated at 

>100,000km EU-wide; but 

 Take-up patchy, limited data 

 

 

Estimates of km access to ducts and poles provided 

under the BCRD or pre-existing legislation  2015-2020 

Source: DSBs, network operators (WIK ICF survey Q1 2021) 

* Ducts 2015-2017 
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How effective has the BCRD been? 
Civil works co-ordination 

 Few countries had measures on civil works co-ordination prior to the BCRD -> 

most implementation stems from BCRD (except e.g. BE, PL, SI) 

 Around half MS have gone beyond the minimum requirements of the BCRD and 

require all network operators (not just publicly financed) to engage in civil works 

co-ordination; but 

 Transposition / implementation is recent and only a few MS have elaborated 

procedures, and established rules on cost allocation; and potentially as a result 

 Civil works co-ordination is used extensively in only a few countries e.g. BE, SI 

 Where used, positive results are reported e.g. in SI 25% network deployments 

(not only telecoms) are based on civil works co-ordination. Stakeholders using 

civil works co-ordination estimate that it has contributed to an increase in VHCN 

deployment of around 10% (WIK ICF survey);  however 

 Benefits are yet to be realised in most cases – key barriers cited: risk of delay, 

cumbersome (or variable) procedures, short notice periods, lack of synergies 

 Some ECN operators (esp. in DE) cite concerns about unviable overbuild 
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How effective has the BCRD been? 
Transparency 

 Most MS have implemented 

a SIP for existing PI or 

expanded an existing SIP in 

light of the BCRD 

 CW SIPs are well established 

in a few countries, but still 

under development in others 

 Most MS require all network 

operators to contribute to CW 

SIP, but only some require 

pro-active notification 

 Increasing SIP use can be 

seen in some countries, but 

the scope of the SIPs differ, 

and ECN operators express 

concerns about whether info 

is complete / up-to-date 

Number of planned civil works notified to the SIP 

Requests to SIP for existing physical infrastructure 
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How effective has the BCRD been? 
Permit granting procedures 

 Minimum implementation of BCRD requirements in most cases 

 Digital platforms for permit granting for ECN-related civil works implemented 

in only a few MS (BG, CY, DK, IE, LU, LT), and may not cover all works 

 MS require permits to be granted within 4 months (often less), but practical 

outcomes suggest much longer timescales in some MS, esp for wireless / 

mobile infrastructure 

 Reasons may be failure to require deadline for all required permits, and/or 

lack of comprehensive enforcement measures: e.g. tacit approval is used, but 

may not apply to all permits, seeking compensation may be onerous 

Average and 

maximum time 

to obtain 

permits for civil 

works (months) 

– ECN 

operator 

perspective 

 Source: WIK 

ICF 

questionnaire 

electronic 

communication 

providers Q1 

2021 
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How effective has the BCRD been? 
In-building infrastructure 

 The BCRD has resulted in some improvements to in-building infrastructure and 

access, but the effects are considered by ECN operators as limited / patchy 

 Concerns regarding in-building PI include: inconsistent implementation by 

building companies and lack of or unsuitable wiring (e.g. no fibre or architecture 

not allowing physical access) 

 Concerns regarding access to in-building PI include the number of requests 

refused, unreasonable pricing or terms and conditions, and challenges dealing 

with multiple parties (when wiring owned by the building operator) 

 Reasons may be lack of (or inappropriate) standards and certification and a lack 

of rules governing access to PI and/or in-building wiring in many countries (in 

contrast with FR, ES, PT which had strong measures pre-BCRD) 

 BCRD sets low standards (high-speed broadband ready =>30Mbit/s) and does 

not provide detail on requirements regarding in-building PI. Many MS have 

transposed the BCRD for in-building PI in a minimum fashion 
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How efficient has the BCRD been? 
What are the costs? 

Administrative Costs 

 Costs involved in running Dispute Settlement Bodies are estimated at €5m per 

annum for the EU 27 

 Costs to establish a SIP range from €150,000-€2.5m (depending on scope / 

complexity) with an average of €0.5m in annual maintenance costs per MS 

 Costs to network operators (relating to negotiating access to network-related 

physical infrastructure, requesting and providing information) are estimated at 

approximately €68m per annum EU-wide (but some of these costs may have 

pre-dated the BCRD or may have been incurred in its absence 

Unintended costs 

 Unintended costs could include delays (wrt civil works co-ordination) or the 

potential for overbuild to undermine the business case in less dense areas 
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How efficient has the BCRD been? 
What are the benefits? 

Direct benefits to ECN operators 

 More than 100,000km of physical infrastructure re-use, enabling expansion in 

VHCN. ECN operators estimate that it has contributed to cost savings of 

between 10-30% and acceleration of VHCN deployment by some months.  

 Those making use of civil works co-ordination suggest cost savings of 10%. 

Similar savings are reported for operators benefiting from suitable in-building PI 

Direct and indirect benefits to other stakeholders 

 Benefits to utilities from cost savings / revenue opportunities and synergies 

 Where the BCRD has been pro-actively implemented (going beyond minimum 

measures), consumers / SMEs have benefited from increased VHCN, with 

positive effects for societal inclusion, jobs and growth  

 Benefits outweigh the costs, but are unevenly distributed, with those Member 

States “investing” in establishing information systems, effective processes, 

digitisation, standards and enforcement tending to reap more of the benefits  
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Is the BCRD still relevant? 
 

BCRD provisions Current / mid-term challenges 

Objectives Promote high-speed 

broadband (>=30Mbit/s) 

Gigabit for everyone, 5G 

everywhere, low latency 

applications e.g. CAM 

PIA Focused on access to network 

infrastructure  

Growing demand for access to 

non-network infrastructure esp 

for wireless / mobile infrastructure 

Permit granting Focused on timescales Processes and complexity key 

areas of concern as demand for 

permits expands with deployment 

of FTTH and 5G 

In-building 

infrastructure 

Must be “high-speed 

broadband ready” 

Need for in-building PI to be 

FTTH-ready (and/or wireless) 

Overarching goal of reducing costs and complexity remains highly relevant 

with the move to FTTH and 5G networks, but some provisions are outdated 
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Coherence 
Internal coherence 

 The BCRD is mostly internally coherent, except that: 

 There is no discussion in provisions on civil works co-ordination (Article 5) 

of how to address situations where an obligation to co-ordinate could 

impact the business case of an ECN operator deploying VHCN 

 In contrast, the PIA provisions (Article 3 BCRD) require the impact on the 

business case to be taken account in settling disputes regarding access to 

physical infrastructure, and provides the possibility for PIA to be denied if 

alternative wholesale access is provided on fair and reasonable terms 
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Coherence 
External coherence 

 The BCRD objectives are not coherent with more recently adopted objectives: 

 Promotion of Very High Capacity Networks (VHCN) in EECC 

 Gigabit connectivity (Digital Compass) 

 The BCRD is coherent with other ECN measures such as the EECC and 

Broadband State Aid Guidelines, except for: 

 Potential overlaps between PIA obligations under BCRD, SMP, State Aid 

 6 month deadline for RoW (EECC) vs 4 month for permits (BCRD) 

 The BCRD complements EECC Art 22 (geographic surveys) 44 (conditions in 

context of RoW), Art 61 (covering access to in-building wiring), and 57 

(SAWAP). A clarification of the relationship could be useful 

 There is scope to ensure coherence between BCRD and Connectivity Toolbox 

 Other network operators and local authorities query coherence of the BCRD and 

measures applying to other sectors e.g. telecom-specific provisions on permits 
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EU added value 

 The BCRD provides EU added value by: 

 Supporting the development of an EU-wide broadband infrastructure over 

which the Digital Single Market can flourish 

 Supporting adoption of best practice solutions to common EU-wide 

problems (high costs of VHCN deployment and complex procedures) 

 Providing regulatory stability and legal certainty; but 

 ECN stakeholders in particular 

consider that the BCRD has 

not been effective in facilitating 

simple and efficient 

administrative processes and 

increasing the ease of doing 

business across the EU 

Source: EC public consultation 
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Conclusions 

 The BCRD has only partially achieved its aim of reducing cost and 

simplifying broadband deployment 

 The outcomes in terms of simplification of the permit granting process 

have been particularly poor, and there has been limited progress on in-

building infrastructure. Use of PIA is expanding, but patchy. Civil works 

co-ordination has yet to be fully implemented / utilitised. Widespread 

differences in availability of information about PIA / civil works 

 The main aims of the BCRD remain relevant (cost reduction / 

administrative simplification), but its objectives are outdated in light of 

Gigabit goals, and its scope does not address upcoming 5G challenges 

 The BCRD has not realised its full potential in terms of adding value at EU 

level 

 Revision is recommended with attention to updating objectives, increasing 

effectiveness and making it relevant for 5G roll-out 
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Impact Assessment: 

Ilsa Godlovitch 

Programme 
Online Workshop 27 January 2022 
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Context for the Review of the BCRD 
Challenges and opportunities 

 Rapidly increasing bandwidth demand 

 Annual increases of 22% in Western Europe and 26% in Central / 

Eastern Europe reported even prior to COVID; 30-60% during COVID 

 Will require network modernisation -> FTTH & 5G 

 5G opportunities: industrial and public sector use cases 

 Prospect for new range of applications requiring low latency / reliability 

e.g. connected cars, robotics in industry / healthcare, agriculture 

 Will require wider coverage of 5G, mid-band and mm wave spectrum 

(potentially hundreds of thousands of small cells) 

 Focus on environmental impacts 

 ECN as facilitator of energy efficiency in other sectors; but 

 Need to limit environmental footprint of ECN  
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Context for the Review of the BCRD 
State of play 

 Gaps in certain 

countries and in 

particular in rural 

FTTH coverage 

 EU 5G coverage of 

only 14% (2020), 

delays in deployment 

of “full” 5G based on 

mid-band spectrum 

 Contrast with North 

East Asia (64% 

global cellular IoT 

connections end of 

2020): Ericsson 
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What is the problem? 
High level 

High costs 

>70% of FTTH deployment costs linked to physical infrastructure 

Per line costs range from <€1,000 in dense areas to >€2,000 in rural 

In-building infrastructure alone can cost €200 per household or more 

5G network densification will require fibre backhaul and new sites 

Complex procedures 

Around 87,000 local and regional authorities across EU 

Fragmented procedures for access / RoW / permits 
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What is the problem? 
Specifics 

 Challenges to access PIA (refusal, lengthy processes, high 

prices) 

 Challenges for ECN operators to secure access to potential new 

sites e.g. rooftops, street furniture for deployment of wireless/ 

mobile infrastructure 

 Challenge to co-ordinate civil works in a timely manner and on 

reasonable terms 

 Concerns regarding potential overbuild 

 Lack of up-to-date and accurate information about deployment 

options 

 Lack of suitable infrastructure inside buildings 

 Complex and lengthy processes to obtain permits and RoW 
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What are the causes of the problem? 

 BCRD contains many optional measures and exemptions e.g. 

 Permits: potential extension to deadline, optional electronic 

submission, optional compensation for delays 

 Transparency: optional provision of info on existing PI via SIP 

 Civil works co-ordination: optional guidelines on cost allocation 

 Some measures unclear / open to interpretation 

 “Fair and reasonable” terms and conditions 

 What is included in the concept of permits? 

 Procedural problems linked to large number of authorities involved 

without overarching procedures 

 Mis-match between objectives in BCRD and current requirements 
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How big is the problem? 

High deployment costs 

 €145bln may be needed to reach 90% households with FTTH from today’s 

level (incl. €3.8bln public subsidies).  

 5G may be limited to major cities and highways, as a further €20bln (including 

substantial aid) may be needed to support deployment beyond dense areas 

Expanding administrative costs 

 Administrative costs to ECN operators of more than €75m for permit 

applications per annum may persist or increase with roll-out of FTTH, 5G  

 Site leasing costs (for wireless infrastructure) are another substantial outlay 

and may represent up to 1/3 small cell CAPEX  

Delay 

 Timeframes of up to 2 years reported to obtain all required permissions for 

wireless installations 

 Permit granting issues were cited as the single largest factor holding back 

State Aid VHCN deployment 
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How will the problem evolve? 

 The BCRD alone (as it stands) cannot 

solve the problem. Its effectiveness is 

limited on permits and in-building PI 

and its scope does not cover facilities 

which are not network-related 

 Other measures will help, but do not 

solve all identified problems 

 Art 57 EECC is limited to 

« SAWAPs » (as defined), does not 

refer to rooftops 

 Connectivity Toolbox is not binding, 

is unlikely to result in consistent 

application, and does not cover all 

issues e.g. in-building PI 

 

 

 Has ease of use improved since 
implementation of the BCRD (responses by 
ECN operators in 2017 and 2021) 

Source: Responses to WIK ICF survey Q1 2021 and WIK VVA 

survey 2017 
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Why should the EU act? 

 Digital infrastructure is an essential enabling asset which is needed to achieve 

the EU’s digital goals 

 The common EU target for full coverage with Gigabit networks and all 

populated areas covered by 5G by 2030 cannot be achieved if support for 

VHCN deployment is patchy 

 VHCN deployment is needed for cross-border services including CAM. Many 

VHCN investors operate (or could operate) in multiple countries 

 The problems identified are common to most MS. Solutions (cost reduction 

and streamlining) are relevant EU-wide 

 Significant cost of non-action: €10bln overspend by private investors, and 

€2bln overspend in public subsidies 

 The use of EU subsidies to fill gaps (incl up to €2bln from CEF digital + post-

COVID recovery funds) means that all MS are impacted by overspend 
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General and specific objectives 

Intervention logic – problems to objectives 

CONTEXT

PROBLEMS

(HIGH LEVEL)

PROBLEMS

(SPECIFIC)

CAUSES / DRIVERS

GENERAL

OBJECTIVES

SPECIFIC 

OBJECTIVES

Gigabit imperative / 

post COVID recovery, new applications

5G opportunities / 

need to densify network for
IoT, rural coverage

Sustainability goals / benefits from 

widespread VHCN deployment

Challenges to 

access existing  
physical 

infrastructure

Limited co-ordination / 

works in parallel

High deployment costs undermine viability Complex and lengthy procedures delay deployment

Lack of suitable (or 

access to suitable) in-
building infrastructure 

and fibre wiring

High complexity, 

timeframes and cost 
to obtain permits / 

RoW

Lack of or 

incomplete 
information about PI 

and planned CW

Challenges to 

locate and access 
sites for wireless 

deployment

Patchy BCRD implementation / due to lack of clarity, 

many optional measures and exemptions

Overbuild might 

limit viability in very 
remote areas

Localised / fragmented handling of permits, public facilities 
Mismatch between BCRD goals and current priorities 

(Gigabit BB) 

Gigabit coverage for all European citizens and 

businesses
5G everywhere including 

advanced 5G networks supporting IoT applications

Reducing the cost of fixed and wireless VHCN 

deployment
Streamlining and digitising administrative procedures 

required for network deployment

Better functioning of the internal market / 

reduce fragmentation
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What are the available options? 

UPDATE CLARIFY AND ALIGN

EXTEND AND STRENGTHEN

EXCLUDE VHCN FROM OBLIGATIONS

EXTEND AND STRENGTHEN

PARTIAL HARMONISATION

EXTEND AND STRENGTHEN

APPLY TO PRIVATE ASSETS

FULL HARMONISATION

Costs
• Orange shaded: degree of short term 

implementation costs

Impacts

Option   1

Option   2

Option   3

Option   4 Option 1 +

Mandate public PI info on SIP

Clarify scope of permit obligations
Mandate compensation for delays
Mandate electronic submission

Update objective to VHCN

Clarify civil works co-ordination scope

Exclude assets regulated elsewhere

Option 1 + Extend PIA, SIP to public non-network facilities, optional co-ordination body

National permit exemptions, Clarify & 
align permit / RoW deadlines

Exclude VHCN from PIA, civil works co-ordination

Option 1 +

EU permit exemptions
Clarify, align permit / RoW deadlines
Tacit approval, where possible
Limit permit cost
Digital permit platformNational standards in-building PI, including fibre

Network operators provide info to SIPs
SIPs fully digitised, interconnected where possible

Georeferencing
Proactive notification planned civil works

Extend PIA, SIP to public non-network facilities, optional co-ordination body

Extend PIA, SIP to all non-network facilities, optional co-ordination body

Common SIP / platform for existing and planned PI and permit applications

EU standards in-building PI, incl fibre

Civil works co-ordination obligation on all network operators

EU permit exemptions
Clarify, align permit / RoW deadlines

Tacit approval
Limit permit cost

EU level rules + potential guidelines on PIA, in-building PIA & civil works co-ordination

EU level rules + potential guidelines on PIA, in-building PIA & civil works co-ordination

Network operators provide info to SIPs
SIPs for existing PI and civil works consolidated
Georeferencing
Proactive notification planned civil works
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Expected VHCN deployment and costs in 

the baseline (Option 0) 

 We expect 90% coverage of 

FTTH by 2030 in the status quo 

(taking into account State Aid, 

use of COVID recovery funds), 

and the conversion of cable 

networks to FTTH 

 Investment required to reach 

90% from current levels 

estimated at €145bln including 

€3.8bln in subsidies 

 We expect that “basic” 5G will be 

largely deployed by 2025, but 

mid-band 5G will be more 

gradual reaching 30% population 

by 2025 & 75% by 2030 

 Admin costs for ECN operators to 

process permits, PIA/RoW 

requests, information etc may 

exceed €300m per annum with 

expanding FTTH / 5G roll-out 

 

Source: WIK-Consult estimates 
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How do the options compare? 
Effectiveness 

 Options 3 and 4 could double expected degree of infrastructure 

sharing and civil works co-ordination and reduce costs to reach 

90% FTTH coverage by approx. €14.5bln (incl reduced 

subsidies of €2.4bln). Reinvestment of savings could increase 

coverage to ~96% (with FTTH) or >99% (with FWA) 

 Options 3 & 4 could also accelerate deployment of mid-band 5G 

by some months increasing coverage to ~77% by 2030. Option 2 

could also contribute to this goal due to inclusion of measures to 

facilitate access to non-network public infrastructure and improve 

permit granting, but lack of EU co-ordination (on PIA, civil works 

co-ordination, permit exemptions) limits effectiveness 

 Option 1 is expected to have a more limited effect on reducing 

costs and streamlining procedures 

 Options 3 and 4 are most effective in achieving objectives 
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How do the options compare? 
Efficiency 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Implementation 

costs 

(-) - -- --- 

Unintended 

costs 

Risk of 

overbuild 

Impacts on 

infr. comp 

Limited Costs to 

private sector 

Cost savings 

(deployment) 

(+) + ++(+) +++ 

Cost savings 

(administrative) 

0 + ++ + / - 

Other benefits Smart City 

synergies 

Smart City / 

efficiencies for 

public admin. / 

Smart building 

Smart City / 

efficiencies for 

public admin. / 

Smart building 
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How do the options compare? 
Coherence 

 Option 1 addresses incoherence between BCRD and more 

recent objectives and avoids overlaps between different PIA 

obligations, but does not address incoherence between PIA 

/ CW co-ordination impact on business plan 

 sdf 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Internal incoherence 

Art 3 vs 5 impact 

on business plan 

√ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

External incoherence / lack of certainty or clarity 

PIA regulation 

(BCRD, SMP, 

State Aid) 

√ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

Gigabit objectives √ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

Timeframes RoW √ 

 

√ 

 

√ 

 

Complementary measures / reinforcement of EECC 

Art 16: admin.cost √ √ 

Art 22: surveys √ √ 

Art 57 SAWAP √ √ √ 

Art 61 in-building 

wiring 

√ √ 
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How do the options compare? 
EU added value 

 Option 3 achieves substantial benefits (reduced deployment costs, 

reduced administrative burden) while respecting principle of 

subsidiarity in cases where action at national level would be more 

efficient and tailored to local situation (in-building 

infrastructure/wiring standards, potential extension of certain 

obligations (CW, non-network PIA) 

 Option 4 could in longer term achieve even greater cost-savings in 

VHCN deployment but in ways which may be less efficient (e.g. 

EU-level in-building standards) and increase burdens on private 

stakeholders in manner that may be disproportionate 

 Options 1 and 2 permit significant flexibility, but in doing so fail to 

address problems effectively, limiting added value. They also risk 

unintended effects on investment incentives / competition. 

Option 3 adds most value compared with MS acting alone 
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Socio-economic and environmental impacts 
Methodology 

 4 step process 
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Socio-economic and environmental impacts 
Impact of options on speed, consumption 

 We assessed the cases where funds saved are reinvested in FTTH or 

5G FWA and forecast the evolution in technology mix 

 The increased VHCN coverage translates into higher average speeds 

and increased bandwidth consumption in particular in the FTTH case 

with the most pronounced effect for option 4 (see graphs) 

 Acceleration of mid-band 5G deployment has similar effects for mobile 

Source: WIK-Consult estimates 
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Economic impacts 

Literature 

 Various literature supports a link between fixed broadband speeds / 

FTTH and economic benefits such as GDP increases and jobs 

 Rohman and Bohlin (2010): doubling connection speed adds 0.3% to annual 

GDP growth in OECD countries 

 Bohlin Rohman Kongaut (2017): 10% increase in broadband speed -> 0.8% 

increase in GDP per capita 

 Lapointe (2015): 10% increase in % households with access to FTTH is linked 

to 0.13% increase in total employment 

 Literature has also found link between mobile speeds and/or 

coverage and GDP / productivity 

 Edquist et al. (2018): 1% increase in mobile coverage (4G) is linked to 0.02% 

increase in GDP per capita 

 Edquist (2021): 1% increase in mobile broadband speed in a given period linked 

to 0.2% increase in productivity in the following period 

 Industry-sponsored research suggests additional GDP boost from 5G use cases 
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Economic impacts 
Results 

 Assessment made by applying elasticities from Bohlin Rohman 

Kongaut (2017) for FTTH and Edquist et al (2018) for impact of 5G 

 Results shown below shows projected GDP impacts over a 10 year period 

of the different options. The scenario shown for fixed VHCN involves 

reinvestment of cost savings in additional FTTH (to extend coverage 

beyond 90% households) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 GDP impact of fixed VHCN (2021-2030) and 5G (2023-2030) on GDP 

(billion EUR) 

Scenario Option 0 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Fixed VHCN (with 

reinvestment in FTTH) 2,835 2,852 2,876 2,911 2,915 

5G 2,060 2,064 2,075 2,089 2,089 

Options 3 and 4 could add ~ €100bln to GDP by 2030 

Source: ICF 
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Societal impacts 

 Increased infrastructure sharing (as modelled from Options 3 and 4) 

could avoid up to 280,000km of civil works, reducing disruption 

 €2.4bln savings in subsidies could be used to reduce urban rural 

digital divide or release funds for other societal benefits 

 “Superfast” broadband access associated with an increase in well-

being of around €260 per household per year (Simetrica Jacobs 2018) 

 Wider benefits 

 UN World Social Report (2021): Improved Internet access and connectivity will 

provide better jobs and higher standards of living for rural households 

 Cost reductions and improved standards for rural healthcare (Forzati, M. and C. 

Mattson (2014)), and eHealth readiness (Garner et al 2019) 

 Allen et al (2015) note that teleworking is linked to benefits such as increased 

job satisfaction and reduced stress.  

 Importance to education, in post-COVID era (94% of learners affected, UN) 
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Environmental impacts 
Effects of options 

 Deployment-related emissions increase due to network extension (more ducts 

needed for FTTH deployment), but increased PI sharing, co-ordination limits 

those impacts (avoided emissions ~700,000 tCO2e option 3) 

 Installation of energy-efficient FTTH and 5G enables emissions to remain 

stable despite massive increase in data consumption (9x fixed, 19x mobile) 

 Knock-on effects on other sectors e.g. GeSi (2015) applications based on 

mobile support emissions reductions 5x emissions from mobile networks 

Fixed broadband network emissions 

Source: EcoAct 

Fixed broadband deployment emissions 
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Conclusions 

 Options 3 and 4 are likely to have the most significant positive impacts for 

economic and societal development as well as limiting GHG emissions from 

ECN while supporting expansion in data consumption 

 Option 3 best balances short term implementation costs with medium term 

benefits and limits unnecessary burdens, ensuring that MS can take decisions 

based on national circumstances where efficient 

 We recommend that policy-makers pursue revision of BCRD based on 

Option 3 

Benefits / cost savings Approx quantifiable amount 

Reduced cost to deploy FTTH to 

90% households 

€15bln reduced investment incl 

€2.4bln reduced subsidy 

Potential to use savings to expand 

FTTH to 96% HH and accelerate 5G 

~€100bln uplift in GDP from 2021-

2030 

Reduced administrative costs to ECN 

operators to negotiate access and 

obtain permits 

Approx €40m reduced costs per 

annum 
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Preferred option: 
Overview of stakeholder impacts 

 We estimate quantifiable implementation costs for the preferred option of 

around €70m. Takes into account existing / planned measures by MS. 

 Roughly 70% is linked to the cost of digital transformation for public services 

for which EU funding is available e.g. RRF, Digital Europe, CEF2 

Source: WIK-

Consult estimates 
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Preferred option: 
Stakeholder impacts: public authorities 

National and local Government 

 Main cost (~€35m) relates to implementation (some MS) of digital permit 

granting systems, and streamlining of permit granting / RoW procedures 

(including permit exemptions), but significant operational savings expected 

 Cost for digitising information / expanded access to public infrastructure difficult 

to estimate, but supports Smart City initiatives 

SIP management authorities 

 Improvement to SIP platform expected to cost around €6.75m, with annual 

costs of €3.5m (applies only to MS without existing comprehensive platforms) 

Dispute Settlement bodies and other authorities 

 Limited set-up costs (~€0.7m linked to development / input to guidelines). 

Additional recurring costs of €0.4m linked to extension in remit (non-network) 

 ~€1m set-up and ~€2m enforcement pa for in-building standards (to extend to 

MS where standards are not already present or planned) 
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Preferred option: 
Stakeholder impacts: industry 

ECN operators 

 ~€15m in set-up costs to support changes to permit granting systems and SIPs 

(alongside changes to internal processes and data gathering methods) + 

contribute to guidelines and standards 

 Annual admin savings of ~€40m could be achieved for this stakeholder group 

Non-ECN operators 

 ~€5m set-up where preferred option means new obligation to submit info 

directly to SIP. Also includes contribution to Guidelines 

 Potential to benefit from new revenue opportunities / synergies, and potentially 

permit digital platform (if MS choose to extend to all networks) 

Construction companies 

 Cost to contribute to in-building standards, enforcement + cost of deploying in-

building fibre (incremental cost expected to be limited and passed to customer) 

 Benefit from increased value from FTTH-ready buildings 
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Preferred option: 
Stakeholder impacts: consumers and SMEs 

Consumers 

 May be charged (limited) incremental costs for in-building fibre installation in 

new buildings / renovations, but will likely save more than those costs through 

reduced fibre installation costs on subscription 

 Key benefits include more rapid deployment and (for new buildings) installation 

of VHCN, and depending on treatment of cost savings, potentially lower 

charges for VHCN or extended coverage in particular in rural areas 

 Reduced roadworks / disruption is another key benefit 

SMEs 

 SME broadband customers may benefit in the same way as consumers 

 SME ECN operators may benefit from reduced risk of overbuild, improved 

access to PIA, civil works co-ordination 

 Proportionality constraints could limit costs on SME network operators re SIP 
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Monitoring of the preferred option 

 A key challenge in preparing the study on the evaluation and impact 

assessment of the BCRD was the lack of data gathered by DSBs/ MS on key 

indicators which would allow us to measure progress 

 We recommend establishing a detailed monitoring system / data gathering on: 

 re-use of existing physical infrastructure (distinguishing SMP from other) 

 reliance on civil works co-ordination 

 requests to the SIP and notifications of planned civil works 

 % new builds / renovations with fibre in-building infrastructure 

 No. ECN permit applications and timeframes for decision 

 This would be coupled with a survey to assess satisfaction levels amongst 

ECN and other network operators, and to understand the perspective of ECN 

operators regarding the % works requiring a permit and actual timeframes 

when permits are needed 
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