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COAI EXPRESSES CONCERN OVER 
TRAI RECOMMENDATIONS ON INTERNET TELEPHONY
New Delhi, August 18, 2008
COAI has expressed deep concern on some of the key aspects of the TRAI recommendations on internet telephony. 
Mr. T. V. Ramachandran, Director General, COAI, stated that while COAI welcomes competition, COAI also demands that there should be level playing field and the TRAI Recommendations are against the very basic principle of level playing field since they allow unrestricted internet telephony to ISPs at no additional cost.
The existing UASL/BSO/CMTS operators have obtained access licence after paying a huge entry fee which is as high as Rs 1,650 crs for all India. As recently as February 2008, access licenses have been issued by DoT upon payment of Rs 1,650 crs. Many of the new applicants are still waiting for allotment of spectrum so as to enable them to start the service. Against this backdrop, it is very unfair to allow unfettered access to ISPs
Hence, in order to maintain the level playing field, it is imperative that ISPs should be required to migrate to UASL license and should be subject to the same entry fee, license fee revenue share and other terms and conditions as are applicable to existing UASL/CMTS licensees.
Mr. Ramachandran stated that there was a need to balance the light touch Regulatory approach vis-à-vis issues pertaining to level playing field. The existing UASL / CMTS service providers have made huge investments, including high entry fee, to offer access services.  Unrestricted internet telephony will infringe upon the scope of access providers and destroy the business viability of the existing UASL / CMTS service providers. To assume that the impact would be limited because of a low number of broadband subscribers was incorrect. As the number of Broadband subscribers grows, the issues of level playing field will become even bigger.
Also keeping in mind the, legacy of Indian Telecom Licensing which was based on a state wise basis and  huge entry fee was paid by each UASL /CMTS service provider for each state/ service area, it is grossly incorrect to compare the Indian scenario with international examples.
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