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Vodafone Response to TRAI Consultation Paper on Review of Network Related Quality of 
Service Standards for Cellular Mobile Telephone Service dated 5 August 2016 

 
PREAMBLE 
 
1. At the outset, we would like to submit that it is our constant endeavor to provide the highest 

standards of service to our subscribers and to comply with the Quality of Service benchmarks 
as specified by the Authority in the Quality of Service Regulations, 2009, which were finalized 
by the Authority after extensive consultation and consideration of industry norms and also 
global practices across the world. 
 

2. We also like to emphasize that achieving the desired levels of Quality of Service and providing 
the best quality of experience to subscribers under the dynamic conditions in which a 
telecommunication network operates, is a combination of both internal(network 
upgradation, capacity augmentation etc.) and external factors (which are beyond the control 
of the mobile operators). 

 
3. We believe that in the intensely competitive environment, where the subscriber has complete 

freedom to choose /port to an operators of his choice, the Authority should adopt a light touch 
approach to QOS Regulation and let the same be driven by market and consumer choice, 
which are the most powerful drivers of QOS.  
 

4. We understand from the consultation that the same has been initiated pursuant to the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court’s observation that the Authority, can, in a reasonable and non-arbitrary manner 
ensure, that service providers provide the necessary funds for infrastructure development. The 
said observation was made in the context of the contention of the Authority before the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court that service providers were not investing enough funds in infrastructure 
development.  The Hon’ble Court noted the service providers strongly refuted this contention, 
but did not get into the facts of these submissions by both parties.  
 

5. The Authority’s view that the operators are not making adequate investments in infrastructure 
development, does not take into consideration the various submissions already made by the 
operators regarding the significant investment and efforts made by them for providing better 
quality of experience to its customers.  It is respectfully submitted that our submissions on 
investments were disregarded while issuing the Regulation dated 16.10.2015 and have again 
been disregarded in the present consultation. It is our submission that the consultation is 
premised on a wrong assumption that investments are not being made. 

 
6. The Authority is aware that in response to its consultation on Compensation to the Consumers 

in the Event of Dropped Calls initiated last year on 04.09.2015, the stakeholders had made 
several submissions with regard to inter alia, call drop being a very localized issue, that huge 
investments have been made in the network, that there are several external factors beyond 
the control of the service providers, that in common areas, it was an industry wide issue, etc. A 
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copy of our submission to the Authority dated 21.09.2015 is enclosed as Annexure-1. 
Detailed submissions were also made to the Authority through COAI on it Regulation dated 
16.10.2015, submitting inter alia that wireless networks cannot be designed for zero call drops 
and that various issues highlighted during the consultation process have not been addressed  
by the Authority. Copy of the COAI submission dated 27.10.2015 is enclosed at Annexure-2. 
 

7. It is also submitted that the Authority in this Consultation Paper has nowhere recognized the 
issues which are beyond the control of the service providers and for resolution these issues 
service providers are seeking support from the Authority and Department of 
Telecommunications. Some of these are:  

 
a. Permission to deploy sites on Government land/ buildings/ residences and Defense areas 
b. Uniform policy around mobile towers:  
c. Challenges pertaining to Right of Way (RoW) permission. 
d. Spectrum availability and Pricing for licensed operators 
e. Address misplaced concern of the public in respect of EMF radiation 
f. Poor Power Supply 
g. Unplanned maintenance work by civic bodies 
h. Sealing of sites by civic bodies 

 
8. It may also be highlighted that the Authority had on 10.11.2015 issued a Technical Paper on 

call drops in Cellular networks, where it had noted the existence of these several extraneous 
challenges, which include inter alia, very stringent EMF radiation norms, mounting fears about 
radiation, removal of towers from certain areas by Authorities, use of illegal boosters, paucity 
of spectrum, etc. The TRAI has also noted that 36.9% of the cases are also because of irregular 
user behaviour, such as mobile equipment failure, phones switched off after ringing, subscriber 
charging capacity exceeded during the call, etc.  Some relevant extracts from the Technical 
Paper are as under for your reference: 

 

3. The EMF radiation norms for BTS in India, are 10 times more stringent than many 
developed countries like USA, Canada, Japan and Australia. This necessitates 
lowering of power levels of BTS which may result in shrinkage of the coverage, most 
importantly indoor coverage. 

3.1. Due to the increase in users’ demand for wireless cellular connectivity, and to 
accommodate more number of users, the cell size in mobile wireless cellular 
networks is getting reduced specially in urban areas.  

 3.2. … when a mobile user enters an area without adequate signal strength, or 
the signal has been interrupted, interfered with, or jammed. 

  3.5. …. At the receivers’ end, calls may be dropped if a mobile phone loses battery 
power and abruptly stops transmitting. 
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3.8. Propagation factors on signal behavior such as reflections and multipath, 
diffraction and shadowing, building and vehicle penetration, propagation of 
signal over water, propagation of signal over vegetation (foliage loss), fading of 
the signal, interference could also lead to call failures. 

 3.9. Call could also drop due to irregular user behavior (mobile equipment failure, 
phones switched off after ringing, subscriber charging capacity exceeded during the 
call). Other causes can be due to abnormal network response (e.g. radio and 
signaling protocol error). 

3.10. The increasing rate of call drops, especially in urban and metro areas, can 
also be attributed to spectrum related issues. The Authority has recommended to 
DoT from time to time, for making additional spectrum available in existing as well as 
new bands for commercial use to serve the ever increasing subscriber base and 
also to deliver higher data rates. …. 

3.15. In some of the major towns, there are objections raised by resident welfare 
associations for installed mobile towers, because of mounting fears about 
radiation, transmitting from the towers and the perceived health hazards 
associated with the same. The protests in residential areas have resulted in towers 
being pulled down or in stalling installation of new towers affecting mobile service 
quality. Every tower pulled down also exerts additional loads in the 
neighbouring adjacent cells resulting in poor call quality. In fact less number of 
towers in an area will actually increase the power levels of the hand sets, since the 
mobile handset has to ‘shout’ so that its signal reaches the BTS. 

3.16. Also the users, due to weak signal strength in their building or premise, tend to 
install signal boosters to boost their received mobile signal strength. More 
often these users tend to purchase boosters that are not band specific to their 
service provider and boosts the complete GSM band (including all TSPs), resulting 
in interference of the signals.  

9. We are extremely surprised and concerned that none of the above submissions made by the 
service providers nor the various extraneous challenges that have been acknowledged by the 
Authority in the Technical Paper, have even found a place in the present consultation. We 
believe that the facts and submissions that are already available with the Authority ought to 
have been dealt with in the present consultation so that the issues could have been correctly 
framed leading to more meaningful consultations and a reasoned outcome.  Some key 
observations by the Hon’ble Supreme Court on the framework for a meaningful consultation, 
are enclosed as Annexure-3. 

 
10. It is submitted that the Authority’s proposal to review the network parameters is purely based 

on the drive test reports which were conducted on certain specified and pre-determined routes 
for the purposes of analyzing the issue of call drops (which was not a pan India and limited to 
only certain pockets of a service area). 
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11. We also note that the Authority, in its Technical Paper had apart from opining on the need for 

additional investment in towers also stated that problems like removal of towers from certain 
areas by Authorities should be adequately addressed, which problem is particularly evident in 
urban areas.  
 

12. In this regard too, we are surprised that the stated objective of the present consultation is 
confined to prescribing a benchmark that will force a service provider to invest in infrastructure 
[para 2.6]. The issue of removal of towers by Authorities, which is a major factor /challenge that 
is faced by service providers, does not find any place in the consultation.  
 

13. It is also respectfully submitted that the issue of Authorities removing towers is not a case of 
investments not being made, rather it is a case of investments being made but going waste. 
Similarly, municipal /civic authorities or resident welfare associations, etc, not allowing new 
towers to come up, preclude the ability of the service provider to ‘invest in infrastructure’ as 
desired by the Authority. Further, the Authority is aware that huge installation charges are 
being imposed by several states and local authorities for setting up towers, which are being 
paid by the TSPs. Thus, we believe that it is unfair of the Authority to conclude that the 
operators are not investing in infrastructure. These facts may kindly be kept in mind when 
considering the issues raised in the present consultation.  
 

14. The Authority has also mentioned in the consultation that the benchmarks prescribed need to 
be achievable [Para 2.6]. However there is no deliberation in the consultation on how this 
‘achievable’ aspect will be determined by the Authority. It is submitted that in areas where 
towers are removed, shut down or not allowed to be installed, how is the aspect of ‘achievable’ 
going to be ensured.  

 
15. As the Authority is aware that in its Third Amendment to the Quality of Service Regulation 

dated 21.08.2014, it had recognized the genuine difficulties faced by the wireline service 
providers and noted that Quality of services parameters require striking a balance with the 
problems faced by TSPs to ensure better compliance and as a consequence has relaxed some 
of the wireline QoS benchmarks. We request that a similar balanced approach be followed in 
the present review as well.   

 
16. The need to strike a balance has also been highlighted by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in its 

judgment dated 11.05.2016. Which has noted that “In attempting to protect the interest of the 
consumer of the telecom sector at the cost of the interest of a service provider … the balance 
that is sought to be achieved by the Act for the orderly growth of the telecom sector has been 
violated” 

17. It is submitted that in view of the fact that the consultation has been issued in an ongoing 
context, it was important for the Authority to have dealt with the submissions that are already 
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before it, and to issue a consultation without considering and dealing with all these facts and 
submissions does not allow for a meaningful consultation. 

 
18. We are also constrained to understand how a statement made by the Authority in 2015, in 

respect of what it recognizes is a locality level issue, confined to select pockets, can result in a 
review of the parameters at a ‘Network’ level.   
 

19. We are also concerned that the so called comprehensive consultation on the review of the 
QOS parameters is confined to only placing before the stakeholders, the extent of non-
compliance that will result, if the parameters are tightened. There is no deliberation on any of 
the parameters – about the objective of laying down this parameter, what are the global 
benchmarks in this regard, whether there is any justification for tightening of the parameter, 
whether issues related to QOS that have been highlighted by the Authority have any nexus 
with the said parameter, whether a passing observation by the Supreme Court in another 
context can be taken as the basis for tightening all parameters, that may have no nexus with 
the issues before the Hon’ble Supreme Court.  

 
20. In this regard, it may be noted that the Statement of Objects and Reasons for the TRAI Act, 

requires, inter alia, bringing the quality of telecom services to world standards. It is thus 
submitted that global benchmarks and approaches, as adopted by other countries and as 
advocated by reputed global agencies /authorities such as ITU, GSM Association, ETSI, etc 
would form a key consideration for the Authority to arrive at its final decision. 

 
21. When the Authority had initially issued the QOS regulations in 2000, it had stated that the 

Network performance parameters are based on GSM MOU standards, which are slightly 
modified in the light of the feedback received from various cellular operators in response to 
the Consultation Paper released by TRAI. Further, it also stated in ---- that “All the 
measurements of engineering standards such as Grade of Service (GOS) are to be carried out 
in the Time Consistent Busy Hour (TCBH) as specified by ITU-T.” [Para 4 TRAI QOS 2000 
Regulations]. Thus clearly adoption on internationally accepted benchmarks and 
internationally prescribed methodologies, has been an approach followed thus far, by the 
Authority.  We urge the Authority to continue with this approach.  

 
22. In view of the above, we believe that there is no requirement for a review of the benchmarks, 

rather we advocate a collaborative approach to identify local problem areas and addressal of 
the underlying factors. In this regard, we would like to appreciate the efforts of DoT in making 
active efforts in dispelling myths around EMF radiation and in securing sites for operators on 
Government land and buildings, Lutyens Delhi, etc by taking up the matter directly with the 
local bodies. The Authority has also supported the industry in dispelling myths around EMF 
radiation and we request that the Authority may also intercede with the local bodies on behalf 
of the operators.  
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ISSUE-WISE RESPONSE 
 
Question 1: In case QoS is mandated at a sub-service area level, which option (LDCA-wise 
or District Headquarter/ city/ town-wise or BTS-wise) you would recommend? Please 
comment with justifications.  
 
a. We believe that it is not tenable to apply and enforce Network QOS parameters at a sub service 

area wise level. 
 
b. The license given to the TSPs is for the licensed service area, the network that is set up over 

the entire service area. The ‘Quality of Service’ parameters laid down by TRAI are also for the 
Cellular Mobile Service Provider’s Network as a whole – and cannot be applied at a sub service 
area wise level.  

 
c. It may also be noted that the licenses do not require 100% network coverage throughout the 

service area and therefore also, a sub service area wise approach would not be tenable.  
 
d. Further, the Authority is aware that even in case of the areas covered, it is prescribed that at 

least 90% of the area bounded by the municipal limits should get the required street level 
coverage. In building coverage is not required as a part of rollout obligations. We would also 
like to highlight that the criteria of 90% coverage has been fixed by the Licensor considering 
the following characteristics of mobile radio networks: 
 
a) Radio Propagation; 
b) Multiple Access nature of mobile network; 
c) Mobility of users; and 
d) To cover inaccessible areas in a techno-economic way. 

 
Considering the above the 100% coverage is neither expected nor possible and maintaining a 
prescribed pre-defined Quality of Service/Experience at a sub service area level would not be 
tenable.  

 
e. We believe that the proposal of a sub service area wise prescription of QOS benchmarks has 

been mooted so that  
‘…the problem areas could be identified, coordinated action could be taken to address the 
problem and effective measures can be taken to ensure QoS.’ [para 2.4] and that  
 
‘...monitoring of QoS at LDCA level may not reveal the problem areas and thereby effective 
monitoring and ensuring of QoS may be difficult.’[para 2.5] 

 
f. It is respectfully submitted that the problem areas are well identified through the raw data 

network counters are now being submitted to the Authority by all service providers and also 
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the regular drive tests that are conducted by the Authority and therefore these areas are 
identifiable even without applying the parameters at a sub service area wise level  

 
g. We are also gratified to note that the Authority has stated that the intention is to take 

coordinated actions to address the problem and take effective measures to ensure QoS. We 
submit that this requires collaborative efforts from all stakeholders, including support from the 
Authority and the Government to address root causes. 

 
h. It may not be out of place to highlight that such collaborative approach was mooted by the 

Authority when it carried out a study of Quality of Service of Cellular Mobile In Lutyens’ and 
NDMC Areas of Delhi in September 2005 and Quality of Service of Cellular Mobile Service in 
Mumbai Metro Circle in November 2005, wherein the Authority recognized the challenges 
being faced by the service providers and stated that all stakeholders have to jointly address 
the same.  
 

i. We submit that applying the parameters at a sub service area wise level would be at variance 
with such collaborative approach as the same would tantamount to increasing the incidences 
of non-compliance and consequently penalizing the same.   

 
Question 2: How should the call drop rate calculated – either at the Licensed service area 
level calculated during TCBH, or calculated during the Cell Bouncing Busy Hour (CBBH) at 
BTS level should be the benchmark? Please give your views on each parameter, with 
justification.  
 
a. At present, the parameter is calculated at the licensed service area level during TCBH.  The 

parameter, which was initially prescribed at 3% was made stricter and prescribed at 2% in 2009.  
It may not be out of place to point out that the ITU recommends that the call drop rate should 
be equal or less than three per cent (3%). Most countries in the world adopt a call drop 
benchmark of 2-3%. 

 
b. In view of the above, we suggest that the call drop rate should be measured at License Service 

Area only and the benchmark be maintained at 2%. Further, we suggest that the TCBH 
approach that has been adopted by the Authority may be continued as it gives the picture of 
the network designed to handle a predictable high level of traffic, which is established on the 
basis of analysis of traffic data for a period of ninety days.   

 
c. A CBBH approach will be less predictable as a CBBH can occur at any time of the day and it 

would be impossible for the TSPs to dimension their networks to address unforeseen situations 
and factors. We believe that the problem would be gravely accentuated if the CBBH was 
applied at a BTS level, as any BTS that is not meeting the required benchmark for any hour on 
any day, would be deemed as non-compliant. We submit that this would be a prohibitively 
stringent approach, and result in default by design.   As submitted above, network parameters 
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cannot be applied at a cell/BTS level - a cell/BTS is not a network, it is a very small component 
of the network. License and regulation both require that the parameters be prescribed at a 
network level. 

 
d. It is also highlighted that even as per TRAI, around 37% of the calls are dropped due to irregular 

user behavior. We have also made detailed submissions to the Authority that it is impossible 
for us to identify from our network counters that it is impossible for us to identify such calls. As 
the submissions are already available with the Authority, we believe that the submissions 
made by us and the views of the Authority on the same ought to have formed part of the 
consultation paper. 

 
e. At present because the call drop parameter is applied on a LSA basis, the call drops are 

calculated and reported without considering the underlying factors that are responsible for 
the call drop. If there is any tightening of the parameter by the Authority and especially, if this 
parameter is sought to be applied at a BTS level, we submit that the same will give rise to 
various controversies and disputes.  
 

f. It is respectfully submitted that whether it is in respect of compensation to consumers or 
prescription of QOS benchmarks, it is legally untenable to penalize the service 
providers for call drops for which it is not responsible. It may not be out of place to 
highlight some key observations by the Hon’ble Supreme Court  in its judgment dated 
11.05.2016, as below: 

 
“However, we find no discussion or reasoning dealing with the arguments put 
forward by the service providers, that call drops take place for a variety of reasons, some 
of which are beyond the control of the service provider and are because of the consumer 
himself…. 
 
…Consequently, we find that the conclusion that service providers are alone to blame 
and are consequently deficient in service … is not a conclusion which a reasonable 
person can reasonably arrive at…. 
 
…While it is true that all stakeholders were consulted, but unfortunately nothing is 
disclosed as to why service providers were incorrect when they said that call drops 
were due to various reasons, some of which cannot be said to be because of the fault 
of the service provider. Indeed, the Regulation, in assuming that every call drop is a 
deficiency of service on the part of the service provider, is plainly incorrect…. 
 
…no facts have been shown to us which would indicate that a particular area would be filled 
with call drops thanks to the fault on the part of the service providers in which consumers 
would be severely inconvenienced. The mere ipse dixit of the learned Attorney General, 
without any facts being pleaded to this effect, cannot possibly make an unconstitutional 
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regulation constitutional. We, therefore, hold that a strict penal liability laid down on the 
erroneous basis that the fault is entirely with the service provider is manifestly arbitrary and 
unreasonable…” [emphasis supplied]  
 

g. We believe that the present exercise appears to be aimed at tightening the benchmarks to a 
level to take punitive action against the service providers.  

 
h. It may be noted that network related complaints are 0.2% of our subscriber base and that it is 

not as if the entire service area is filled with call drops. The fact that the Authority 
acknowledges that at a LSA level, we are compliant with the benchmark, shows that the non-
existent call drop rate in the majority of the service area. It may also be highlighted that despite 
the intense competition in the market, despite the facility of mobile number portability, there 
are these pockets where the call drop challenge subsists, evidences that these are common 
problem areas for the entire industry, bordering on the verge of force majeure.  

 
i. The Authority’s statement that 12% of the individual BTSs in the country are facing a call drop 

of more than 2% and 1% of the individual BTSs are having a call drop rate of more than 10%. 
We would like to submit that as most BTSs are now at shared locations with around 3-4 service 
providers, the locations at which the problems are occurring can be estimated at 3% of the BTS 
locations having a call drop higher than 2% and only 0.25% having a call drop of more than 
10%.  It is a fact that most of the problem areas are common for industry as they mostly relate 
to local body issues. As mentioned above the raw data counters are available with the Authority 
and it is easy to identify the locations and try and arrive at the root causes to address the 
fundamental issue. 
 

j. The district wise data shared by the Authority shows a marked  improvement in the call drop 
ratio in almost all cases [except one public sector operator], with most operators having a drop 
call ratio of >2% in less than 2 districts. Under these circumstances, we would like to question 
that if the efforts of the service providers are bearing fruit, whether at all, there is a need to 
review the QOS parameters.  

 
k. It may also not be out of place to point out that unpredictability of traffic will be further 

accentuated if the offer of unlimited free voice calls by a recent new entrant is allowed to 
continue. We have already raised this as a concern to the Authority submitting that the same, 
apart from being IUC non-compliant, is also leading to unprecedented congestion and traffic 
on our networks. 

 
l. In view of the above, we once again urge the Authority to not review the call drop parameter, 

but address the issue in a collaborative manner for the problem areas that are already 
identifiable from the data available and drive tests conducted by the Authority.  It is further 
submitted that even if this parameter has to be reviewed, it can only be at a network level and 
not a BTS level and calculated during TCBH, as per present practice.  
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Question 3: How should the benchmark for the parameters be revised? Should it be 
licensed service area wise or district wise or BTS-wise or a combination? In such cases what 
should be the benchmarks? How should the benchmarks be measured? Please give your 
views on each parameter, with justification.  
 
a. As submitted in paras above, we believe that under license, QOS parameters can only be 

applied to the entire network, i.e. on a service area wise basis. We request that the existing 
approach be continued. 
 

b. In respect of measurement of the benchmarks, as mentioned in response to point 2, it is 
suggested that the method of measurement for the drop call rate be maintained at 2% and 
continue to be measured during TCBH. 

 
c. We would also like to draw the attention of the Authority to its benchmark on Worst affected 

cells having more than 3% TCH Drop Rate. This parameter was earlier being measured and 
calculated by us on the basis of a cumulative cell wise performance. We have strong 
technical reasons to believe that our method for the calculation (cell-wise) was the 
appropriate methodology.  

 
d. However, vide TRAI's letter dated 01.04.2014, the methodology of calculation prescribed 

was to calculate on a daily average basis. The present methodology  looks  on a cell during 
the Cell Bouncing Busy Hour (without any filter for low call volume which have an impact), 
and the cells that default on a day to day basis are highly inconsistent, thereby making 
improvements on this metric is not very practical. In view of the above, we believe, that this 
is an incorrect approach as it does not identify cells that are consistently non-compliant so 
that appropriate corrective action can be taken.  

 
e. The basic rationale for calculating this parameter on a 'monthly cumulative cell-wise actual' 

method is that the congestion behaviour, on a daily basis, is dynamic and therefore nobody 
can ensure that the benchmark is being met on any single day. The key issue is that if a cell 
is consistently having a poor performance during the entire month, then only those cells 
need to be focused upon by the operator to ensure improvement to achieve overall meeting 
of the benchmark. 
 

f. In this regards, we have made several representations through our industry association COAl 
expressing our concerns related to the day-wise measurement methodology and have 
sought a review.  Copy of COAI letter dated 17.10.2014 in this regard is enclosed as 
Annexure-4. 
 

g. Further, we submit that the objective of this benchmark is to identify and address issues 
related to consistent defaulter cells and not cells that exceed the benchmark randomly due 



 

11 
 

to the peculiar circumstances. 
 

h. This is evident from the 2009 Regulation which states that the objective of this parameter is to 
reveal the extent of number of areas or localities where the call drop rate is worst – i.e. 
a consistently poor performing cell. However, as per the present approach any cell which does 
not meet this benchmark on even a single day of any month gets reported as non-compliant. 
It is submitted that the reasons for any sudden increase in the call drop rate can be due to 
many factors and challenges that are faced in a wireless network. 
 

i. In view of the above, It is respectfully submitted that the present measurement approach 
does not meet the true intent of the regulation and we urge the Authority that the 
calculation methodology for this parameter may kindly be modified and the call drop 
rate be calculated for each cell over an entire month to determine if the cell is defaulting 
or not.  
 

j. Further, it is suggested that a criteria of minimum call volume should be introduced basis 
which the cell with less than a certain number of calls can be excluded from the measurement 
of call drop rate.  There have been instances in the recent past, where some of our new BTS 
sites in remote areas, have had call volumes of less than 25 calls during TCBH. In such sites, 
even a single call drop results into non-compliance and the BTS gets added to the worst cell 
count. The calls carried on this cell are less than infinitesimal as compared to the number of 
calls carried on the network. This would also be desirable given the Government push to rollout 
to remote and rural areas, where the call volumes are likely to be very low. It is therefore 
suggested that a minimum call volume of say 200 calls per TCBH may be set as a floor for 
including the cell in the QOS counts.  

 
Question 4: How could the network parameters be technology agnostic? What are the 
parameters and benchmarks that are required to be defined? Please give your views with 
justifications.  
 
a. We submit that in principle, a technology agnostic approach, wherever possible, is desirable. 

 
b. Authority may follow international practice and benchmarks in this regard.  

 
Question 5: Do you think it is essential to mandate the TSPs to set the RLT parameter? If 
so what should be the criteria to set the value and the value that needs to be set. Please 
comment with justifications.  
 
a. The Radio Link Timeout is a technological feature developed within GSM which is used by 

networks to optimize the use of network resources and provide the best possible experience 
to the consumers. It is our understanding that this is a configurable parameter which is used to 
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decide how a network should be tuned or optimized as per the available resources in various 
situations. 

 
b. The RLT standard is contained in Clause 5 of GSM/3GPP standard TS 05.08) is for deciding for 

how long the call should be sustained if signal loss quality drops momentarily (say due to 
multipath fading at any particular instance of time). This is because call disconnection due to 
a momentary loss of signal is considered as undesirable due to the inconvenience caused to 
the customer on account going through the process of redialing the number. The same was 
recognized by the standard governing bodies like ETSI/3GPP while writing the standards for 
GSM technology. 

 
c. To the best of our knowledge and understanding we are not aware of any single instance in the 

world where the RLT parameter is mandated by Regulation.  
 
d. It may also be noted that RLT is just one of the parameters for optimizing customer experience. 

The 3GPP/GSM standards have designed several parameters including RLT and prescribed 
ranges for the same in order to facilitating wireless planning and the designing of networks for 
the purpose of improving the customer experience. 

 
e. It is submitted that trying to set a parameter for RLT as a factor in isolation not only tantamount 

to an intrusive regulatory approach as it would be tantamount to dictating how networks are 
to be planned and operated by TSPs.  It is also submitted that RLT is not a QOS parameter, but 
is a network planning [input] parameter that has no place in a QOS regulation, which is based 
on outputs/outcomes.  

 
f. We are also concerned about the arbitrary manner in which the RLT parameter has been 

proposed as 36-48 for rural areas, 20-32 for semi urban areas [wrongly noted as urban areas] 
and 4-6 for urban areas with heavy traffic [wrongly noted as semi-urban area]  

 
g. We note that the Authority has opined on this parameter in its drive test results, opining that 

the TSPs would be non-compliant if the RLT parameter was set at different levels. We 
apprehend that the levels proposed by the Authority are on the basis that application of the 
said levels, would result in the TSPs becoming non-compliant.  

 
h. Thus we sincerely submit that RLT is just a configuration parameter amongst thousands of 

other configuration parameters to counter various dynamic conditions and thus should be 
kept out of ambit of Regulatory framework and to best of our knowledge has not been 
mandated by any Regulator in the world to set only in the range prescribed by it. Thus, it should 
be left to the standard governing bodies like 3GPP/ ETSI / ITU-T to decide on these parameters 
and to individual networks to apply the same in order to ensure the best possible experience 
for their customers 
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Question 6: Do you think it will be appropriate to calculate call drop rate through CDR meta 
data analysis? If so, what should be the benchmarks for such call drop rates calculated. 
Please comment with justifications.   
 
a. We do not agree with this suggestion of the Authority.  
 
b. We would like to submit that calculation of the Call drop rate through the network 

performance counters is most effective, consistent and reliable method of measurement 
method, the same method is also use by the Telecom Service Providers as a standard method 
across the world. 

 
c. The purpose of generation of Call Detail Records (CDR) is for billing purposes only. Further, 

CDRs generated in switch from different vendors have different levels/granularity of 
information available. 

 
d. Also, with respect to the Call duration nothing can be conclusively deduced as call duration 

varies as per the context of a conversation and cannot be pointed as directly related to instance 
of poor voice quality. The Call duration and can thus vary from a few seconds to those in hours. 

 
e. It is also not correct to assume that calls drop only within the first 30 seconds, or that short 

duration calls necessarily indicate a call drop. The Authority has acknowledged that sort 
duration calls do not necessarily point to a call drop rate [See para 2.41]. In these 
circumstances we are at pains to understand the reason why the Authority would moot a 
calculation based on conjectures and analysis, when there is a clear globally accepted 
approach that has been adopted so far. We submit that the call drop rate should continue to 
be calculated as per present practice adopted by the Authority and not adopt any meta data 
analysis approach.  

 
f. The manner in which call drop is defined and calculated has been clearly defined by global 

agencies such as ITU, ETSI & GSMA. There is no rationale for the Authority to depart from a 
well-defined and globally accepted methodology and adopt an approach based on statistical 
possibilities.  

 
Question 7: Do you think calculation of customer satisfaction index will help in QoE of the 
consumer? If so elaborate the methodology of the calculation of such indexes. What are 
the latent variable that need to be defined and how are they to be calculated? Please 
comment with justifications.  
 
a. The Quality of Experience measurement is a subjective approach which varies with the 

expectation of the consumers. Different consumers would have a different perceptions and 
expectations of Quality of Services for the Telecom Services. 
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b. We submit that the customer may not be able to distinguish between a problem arising due to 
the network or because of the consumer himself.  [as the Authority has noted around 37% of 
the call drops are due to irregular user behaviour].  We therefore believe that any such 
approach would be very subjective in nature and dependent on various conditions and will give 
anomalous results.  

 
c. On the other hand, QoS parameters are quantitative in nature and are calculated from the 

actual data. But here too, even the quantitative factors are subject to several external 
challenges as submitted above.  Non-compliance with any parameter may be due to several 
reasons, which will not be factored into an approach based on QOS metrics.  

 
d. It is therefore our submission that this should be left to market forces. In the alternative, the 

present practice adopted by the Authority may be continued with. 
 

Question 8: What are your views on introducing a graded financial disincentives based on 
performance and what should be such quantum of financial disincentives for various 
parameters? Please comment with justifications. 
 
a. We would first like to reiterate that in the intensely competitive environment, where the 

subscriber has complete freedom to choose /port to an operators of his choice, the Authority 
instead of a punitive approach, should adopt a light touch approach to QOS Regulation and let 
the same be driven by market and consumer choice, which are the most powerful drivers of 
QOS.  
 

b. In respect of the Authority’ statement [para 3.2] that the financial disincentive has not acted as 
a deterrent and that there have been repeated cases of non-compliance, it is submitted that in 
the case of Vodafone, we have, over the past around two years,  submitted over 2600 QOS 
reports received show cause notices from the Authority only in 36 instances. We have replied 
to the Authority giving our reasons and justifications and in most cases, these reasons have 
been accepted by the Authority and penalty has been levied in only 11 cases, i.e. only 0.4%.  

 
c. In view of the above, we believe that it is unfair of the Authority to generalize and conclude 

that there is a lack of commitment or initiative on the part of the TSPs to improve the services. 
Attention is drawn to Table 2.2 of the consultation where the Authority has itself recorded the 
improved performance of the TSPs.  

 
d. In the event that the Authority seeks to continue with the financial disincentive approach, we 

believe that a graded approach within the present framework, may be desirable. 
 
e. We request that a revised framework may be proposed by the Authority and finalized in 

consultation with all stakeholders.  
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f. Needless to say that the above financial disincentives be imposed only after the service 
provider having been given an opportunity to make its submissions, which are considered by 
the Authority in a reasoned and transparent manner.  

 
 

New Delhi 
September 30 2016 
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Annexure-3 
 

Relevant extracts from the Judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
 

1. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has noted the following: 

To be proper, consultation must be undertaken at a time when proposals are still at a 
formative stage; it must include sufficient reasons for particular proposals to allow 
those consulted to give intelligent consideration and an intelligent response; adequate 
time must be given for this purpose; and the product of consultation must be 
conscientiously taken into account when the ultimate decision is taken.” 
 

However, we find no discussion or reasoning dealing with the arguments put forward 
by the service providers, that call drops take place for a variety of reasons, some of which 
are beyond the control of the service provider and are because of the consumer himself. 
 
Consequently, we find that the conclusion that service providers are alone to blame 
and are consequently deficient in service … is not a conclusion which a reasonable 
person can reasonably arrive at. 
 

Global Energy Ltd. V. Central Electricity Regulatory Commission, (2009) 15 SCC 570 
at 589, 
 
All law-making, be it in the context of delegated legislation or primary legislation, has to 
conform to the fundamental tenets of transparency and openness on one hand and 
responsiveness and accountability on the other. 
 

In Corpus Juris Secundum (March 2016 Update) it is stated:  
 
The requirement is a means of holding an agency accountable for administering the laws 
in a responsible manner, free from arbitrary conduct. The statement is not intended to be 
an abstract explanation addressed to an imaginary complaint but is intended, rather, to 
respond in a reasoned manner to the comments received, to explain how the agency 
resolved the significant problems raised by the comments, and to show how that 
resolution led the agency to the ultimate rule. 
 
Although the agency need not address every comment received, it must respond in a 
reasoned manner to those that raise significant problems, to explain how the agency 
resolved any significant problems raised by the comments, and to show how that 
resolution led the agency to the ultimate rule. Conclusory statements will not fulfill the 
administrative agency’s duty to incorporate in adopted rules a concise general statement 
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of their basis and purpose. The agency must articulate a satisfactory explanation for its 
action, including a rational connection between the facts it found and the choices it made. 
Under some circumstance, agencies must identify specific studies or data that they 
rely upon in arriving at their decision to adopt a rule.  
 
While it is true that all stakeholders were consulted, but unfortunately nothing is 
disclosed as to why service providers were incorrect when they said that call drops 
were due to various reasons, some of which cannot be said to be because of the fault 
of the service provider. Indeed, the Regulation, in assuming that every call drop is a 
deficiency of service on the part of the service provider, is plainly incorrect. 

 
 

 








