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VIL/P&O/TRAI/ AK/2025/083 
September 02, 2025 

Advisor (QoS-I) 
Telecom Regulatory Authority of India, 
4t h, Sth, 6th & 7th Floor, Tower-F, 
World Trade Centre, Nauroji Nagar, 
New Delhi - 110029 

Kind Attn: Shri Tejpal Singh 

Subject: Comments on the consult at ion paper on Draft amendments in 'The Standards of Quality of 
Service of access {Wireline and Wireless) and Broadband (Wireline and Wireless) Service Regulations, 
2024' dated OS August 2026. 

Dear Sir, 

This is in reference to consultation paper on Draft amendments in 'The Standards of Quality of Service 
of access (Wireline and Wireless) and Broadband (Wireline and Wireless) Service Regulations, 2024' 
dated 05.08.2026. 

In this regard, kindly find enclosed herewith comments from Vodafone Idea Limited on the abovesaid. 
The comments are enclosed as three annexures, details given below: 

1. Annexure-A: Comments on QoS Parameters & Main Regulation 
2. Annexure-B: Comments on Schedule-I (Measurement Methodology) 
3. Annexure-C: Comments on Schedule Ill (Coverage Maps) 

We hope our comments will merit your kind consideration please. 

Thanking you, 
Yours sincerely, 

F 

Am ika Kh~-

Chief RegUlatory and Corporate Affairs Officer 

Enclosed: Annexure A, B &C 
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Annexure-A 

S.No 

Para. No. 
of Draft 
notificat i 
on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

1 l (b) These shall come into force w.e.f. lst Oct 2026 

It will require at least 6 
months for 
implementation post 

issuance of Regulation. 

1. It will require massive augmentation of network elements, network 
infrastructure and resou rces. On customer services' side also, it will need 

huge changes and upgradation in our network and IT syst ems. Further, 
both network and cust omer services will require setting up processes wit h 
cross-funct ional teams. 

2. Further, given the scale and complexity of the proposed amendments, the 

implementation will take at least 6 mont hs from the date of issuance of 

regu lation. 

2 2 (sa) 

(sa) "Physical Resource Block" or "PRB" is the 
fundamental unit of radio resource allocation in 
4G LTE and SG New Radio (NR) networks. It 
represents a defined portion of radio spectrum 
over a specific time interval and serves as the 
basic scheduling unit through which a cell 
allocates radio resources to user equipment (UE) 
for data transmission and reception. 

The definition of "PRB" 
should be deleted. 

Kindly refer to Vi l comments on Network slicing, given in this document 
below. 

3 6(1)(i) 

Availability of serviee wise geospatial eoverage 
FAaf3 eR serviee i:irovieler's weesite for 
pereeRtage of working eells (BeRehFAark .> 99%) 

Accuracy of service wise geospatial coverage 
map published on service provider's website 
Benchmark- i2: 98% (Monthly) 

The parameter 
"Accuracy of service­
wise geospatial 
coverage map published 
on service provider's 
website" should not be 
prescribed as a Quality 
of Service (QoS ) 

1. Coverage maps are predictive representations and not actual 
measurements of service quality 

a. A geospatial coverage map is fundamental ly a predict ive engineering 
model developed using radio propagation software, terrain 
databases, clutter information, antenna characterist ics, loading 
assumptions and other planning inputs. Even TRAl's proposed 
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parameter and should 
be removed from 
Regulation 6(1). 

In the alternative, if 
TRAI considers 
publication and 
validation of coverage 
maps necessary for 
consumer information 
and transparency 
purposes, the same may 
be retained only as a 
standalone compliance 
obligation without any 
QoS benchmark, 
compliance assessment, 
or financial disincentive 
linked to network 
performance. 

2. 

framework acknowledges that coverage maps may be generated 
using standard prediction models. 

b. A prediction model, by its very nature, estimates coverage 
probability under assumed conditions. It cannot and should not be 
equated with actual service experience observed in real t ime. 

c. Quality of Service parameters, on t he other hand, are intended to 
measure t he actual performance delivered by the network through 
objectively measurable indicators such as accessibility, retainability, 
latency, packet loss or downtime. The proposed parameter departs 
from this fundamental regulatory principle by attempting to evaluate 
a planning and prediction tool as though it were a network 
performance metric. 

d. Therefore, "accuracy of coverage map" is not a QoS parameter but 
merely an informationa·1 transparency mechanism. 

TRAI is comparing two fundamentally different datasets 

a. The proposed validation methodology compares: 

• Prediction-based coverage maps published by TSPs; 
• Field measurements collected through TRAI drive tests; 
• Crowdsourced feedback through TRAI applications; and 

• Consumer-reported observations. 

b. These datasets are inherently different in methodology, timing, 
device characteristics and operating conditions. 

c. Drive tests represent measurements taken at a specific point in time 
using calibrated equipment. Crowdsourced measurements 
represent experiences from different handset models, software 
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versions, antennas, user behaviour and surrounding environments. 
Coverage maps represent engineering predictions under 
standardized assumptions. 

d. 	 Comparing these fundamentally different datasets and deriving a 
compliance benchmark from such comparison is technica lly unsound 
and likely to produce mislead ing conclusions. 

3. 	 QoS compliance should be based on actual network performance and 
not on network predictions 

a. 	 The essential objective of QoS regulation is protection of consumer 
interests through measurement of actual service quality. 

b. 	 The coverage map neither ca rries live network information nor 
actual service performance. It does not di rect ly indicate: 

• 	 Call success rate; 

• 	 Call drop rate; 

• 	 Latency; 

• 	 Packet loss; 

• 	 Data throughput; 

• 	 Voice quality; or 

• 	 Congestion . 

c. 	 Consequently, a TSP may have a highly accurate coverage prediction 
map but poor QoS performance, or conversely may have excellent 
QoS performance while variances arise between prediction outputs 
and isolated field observations. 

d. 	 The proposed parameter therefore lacks a direct nexus with actual 
consumer QoS. 
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4. Actual service experience depends upon multiple dyn

factors 

a. The proposed Schedule Ill itself acknowledges th
alone is not sufficient to determine service quali
performa nce depends upon factors such as back
and cell loading. 

b. In addition, actual user experience depends upon v
Handset capability, device software, Indoor versus 
Building penetration losses, Traffic load ing, W e
Temporary interference, Mobility conditions, 
patterns. 

c. Many of these factors va ry continuously and are 
of any static or semi-stat ic coverage prediction mo

d. Therefore, it is unreasonable to hold a coverage pr
QoS benchmark of 98% accuracy against constan
world conditions. 

5. The proposed methodology is biased towards 
coverage 

a. As per para 5.5 .3 of Schedule 111, a sample is cons
only when the published coverage is shown 
measured coverage, whereas displaying poorer 
actually available is st ill t rea ted as accurate. 

b. This creates a 
compelled to deliberately understate coverage to 
exposure. 

ty and that actual 
haul performance 

beyond the scope 

ide red inaccurate 

amically changing 

at signal strength 

arious factors like 
outdoor location, 
ather condit ions, 

del. 

ediction map to a 
tly changing real­

avoid regulatory 

User behavior 

under-reporting 

better than t he 
cove rage than 

regulatory bias whereby service providers may be 
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c. 	 Such an outcome defeats the very purpose of providing consumers 
with transparent and useful coverage information. 

6. 	 Global practices do not equate coverage map validation with QoS 
compliance 

a. 	 The international references cited by TRAI indicate that regulators 
use coverage maps primarily as trans pa rency and consumer­
information tools. Various jurisdictions publish and validate 
coverage maps, but they do not treat prediction map accuracy as a 
QoS benchmark attracting regulatory non-compliance and financial 
disincentives in the manner proposed. 

b. 	 The purpose globally is informational transparency and consumer 
awareness rather than network QoS enforcement. 

c. 	 Therefore, international practices do not support inclusion of this 
parameter within a QoS compliance framework. 

Conclusion 

Accordingly, we submit that prediction-based geospatial coverage maps 
and actual QoS measurements serve two entirely different purposes and 
should not be co-mingled within the same regulatory framework. Since 
coverage maps are predictive engineering representations and not 
measures of actual network performance, their accuracy cannot form the 
basis of a QoS benchmark. Therefore, the proposed parameter 'Accuracy of 
service-wise geospatial coverage map published on service provider's 
website' should be deleted from Regulation 6(1). 
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In the alternative, if TRAI considers publication and periodic validation of 
coverage maps necessary, such requirement may be retained purely as a 
transparency and consumer-information obligation, without any QoS 
benchmark, compliance assessment, or financial disincentive linked 
thereto. 
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Percentage of significant network outage 1. The proposed amendment materially widens the definition of Significant 

(seF'1ices net available in a elistrict for mere than Network Outage (SNO), and the biggest reporting risk is that the trigger 

4 heurs) reported to the Authority within 24 hrs is no longer only "district-level service not available for more than 4 

of start of t he outage hours." It now also includes cases where more than 10% of subscribers 
in an LSA experience complete loss of service for more than 4 

Note: Significant Network Outage is de.fined as continuous hours. That second t rigger ca n create significant operat ional 
an event where access service (wireless) in a and evidentiary challenges. 
district remains unavailable for a continuous 
period exceeding four (4) hours, or where more 
than ten percent (10%) of subscribers in the 

2. Despite bringing in such operational complexity and reporting, there is 

Licensed Service Area (LSA) experience complete 
loss of service for a continuous period exceeding 
four (4) hours. 

The criteria of 
Significant Network 
Outage where more 

no clarity or fact-based analysis as to how the earlier provisions have 

helped the consumers or how the new proposed provisions are going to 

help. In absence of any fact-based analysis, such requirements are 

creating huge regulatory compliance burden without any commensurate 

4 6(1)(iv) 
Compensation Rebate to the subscribers for 
significant network outages of more than 24 hrs: 

than 10% of subscribers 
in the LSA experience 
complete loss of service 

benefits. 

Key operational issues that would occur in determining any event as SNO for 

For post-paid subscribers registered in the 
district or affected post-paid subscribers, as 
applicable: 

for a continuous period 
exceeding 4 hours, 
should be deleted. 

reporting purposes are given below. 

3. Ambiguity in "complete loss of service": The meaning of complete loss 

of service is not clea r. The TSPs provide different access services (voice,
Proportional rent rebate, as per plan charges, 

sms, data etc) over different technologies (2G, 4G, SG) and through 
for affected number of days shall be credited in 
next bill. 

different spectrum bands, as such loss in any one of these layers may not 

For t he pre-paid subscribers registered in the mean complete loss of service. The complete loss of service should 

distr ict or affected pre-paid subscribers, as ideally be when there is no wireless technology, and no access service is 

applicable: The validity of subscribed tariff available. 

offering shall be increased by equal number of 
affected days. 4. 10% subscriber impact measurement at LSA level 

a. There is no single real-time system that can reliably confirm, as to 
exactly how many unique subscribers are affected across the LSA. 
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b. 	 Subscriber count can vary by active base, registered base, attached 

users, IMSl/SIM count, active data users, home subscribers, roamers, 

M2M/loT connections, subscribers moving out of affected zone 
voluntarily, connections switched-off, battery discharge etc. 

c. 	 With such varied scenarios, it is not understood as to howto measure 

10% affected subscriber measurements that too, in the ultra-short 

timelines provided for reporting of such events. 

5. 	 District vs LSA trigger overlap: 

a. 	 The proposed amendment creates two separate triggers: district­

level outage and LSA-level subscriber impact. 

b. 	 Reporting teams would struggle to decide which trigger applies and 

how to present overlapping incidents. This will create compliance 

overhang and seek to deflect the attention from network restoration 

to regulatory reporting. 

6. 	 Start time determination: 

a. 	 The requirement is to report within 24 hours from the start of the 
outage. 

b. 	 In real operations, the start time may be known only after alarms are 

correlated, customer complaints increase, or root cause analysis 
begins. 

c. 	 There can be different timestamps from network alarms, NOC 
tickets, field t eams, IT systems, and customer complaint systems. 
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7. Continuous 4-hour condition 

a. The wording requires a continuous period exceeding 4 hours. 

b. Intermittent restoration, partial recovery, cell flapping, power 
cycling, or overlapping outages may create uncertainty on whether 
t he 4-hour clock resets or continues. 

8. Monthly benchmark of 100% 

a. Since the benchmark is 100% reporting within 24 hours, even one 
missed or delayed report could lead to non-compliance. 

b. The compliance burden is high, especially for incidents discovered 
late or classified as SNO only after detailed analysis. 

9. Root cause and action taken reporting 

a. The requirement to submit root cause and action taken after 

restoration may be difficult where root ca use depends on vendor 
investigation, power uti lity confirmation, fibre provider 
confirmation, or force majeure validation. 

b. Initial root cause may later change, creating revision risk or 
subjective interpretations of false reporting. 

10. Documented reporting for Force Majeure: 
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a. The proposed norms seek to have duly documented proof of 

happenings. 

b. This documented proof of happening may vary on case-to-case basis 

as such, there should not be a restrictive acceptance of such proofs. 

The proposed Justification 
parameter "Tariff 
offerings in which 80th 1. Wireless broadband speeds are inherently dynamic and vary 
percentile value of continuously based on several factors such as radio conditions, location, 
measured download mobility, indoor/outdoor environment, cell loading, handset capability, 
and upload speed Is spectrum availability and time of day. 
greater than or equal t o 
the offered typical 2. Consequently, a single "typical download/upload speed" cannot 
download and upload real istically represent the experience of subscribers across an entire LSA 
speed for 4G/5G or even within a specific geographic area. This challenge becomes even 

Tariff offerings in which soth percentile value of technology" should be more pronounced in SG NSA architecture, where the consumer 
measured test sam13les for which download and deleted from the QoS experience is delivered through a combination of LTE and SG resources 

5 G(l)(xiv) upload speed is ~ offered typical download and Regulations. and cannot be easily correlated with a particular technology-specific 
upload speed for 4 G/ SG t echnology in tariff speed value. 
offerings In the alternative, If 

TRAI decides to retain 3. We respectfully submit that publication and regulatory monitoring of 
the provision, the such "typical speed" values is likely to create confusion rather than 
disclosed speed should transparency. Consumers may compare occasional speed test results 
be limited to the with the published value and perceive a deficiency even when the 
maximum provisioned network is functioning normally within its design parameters. Such 
speed configured in the measures, which are not directly relatable· to real-life usage scenarios 
network profile/HSS (or experienced by consumers in wireless networks, may inadvertently 
equivalent network create distrust and dissatisfaction without delivering any substantial 
configuration platform), benefit in terms of QoS or QoE. 
rather than a "typical 
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speed" benchmark 
linked to ongoing 
compliance obligations. 

4. Accordingly, if any disclosure is considered necessary, the maximum 
provisioned speed configured in the subscriber profile (HSS/UDM or 
equivalent network plat form) would be a far more objective, transparent 
and consumer-friend ly met ric. 
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6 6(1)(xv) 

V. Network Slicing 

(xv) Cells having daily PRB utilization>80% (in SG 
network) 

The proposed 
parameter should be 
deleted. 

In the alternative, the 
Authority may adopt a 
technology-neutral and 
outcome-based 
regulatory approach 
focusing on actual 

Justification 
1. Regulatory framework should remain technology-neutral and 

outcome-driven 

a. The proposed parameter is technology-specific in nature and is 
limited only to SG networks. However, differentiated service 
experiences, prioritization mechanisms and resource allocation 
techniques can be implemented through multiple and mix of 
technological approaches across 4G, SG and future network 
architectu res. 

b. Regulatory frameworks should be technology-neutral and focus on 
consumer outcomes rather than prescribing specific technologies or 
network implementations. The objective of QoS regulat ion should be 
to protect consumer interests through service qual ity, awareness 
and transparency, while allowing service providers the flexibility to 
adopt t he most efficient technological solutions. Accordingly, 
differentiated QoS and service experiences should be perm it t ed 

consumer experience 
rather than internal 
network resource 
utilization metrics. 

irrespective of whether they are delivered t hrough 4G, SG or any 
future technology. 

2. PRB utilization is a network engineering indicator and not a QoS 
parameter 

a. PRB utilization is fundamentally a network planning and resource 
management metric and not a direct measure of consumer 
experience. High PRB utilization merely indicates that radio 
resources are being scheduled and does not by it self establish 
deterioration in t hroughput, latency, packet loss, service availabil ity 
or any other consumer-facing quality pa rameter. A cell may continue 
to deliver satisfactory QoS even at utilizat ion levels exceeding 80% 
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due to favorable radio conditions, advanced coding schemes, 
efficient scheduling algorithms and optimal spectrum utilization. 

b. 	 Therefore, PRB utilization should be viewed as an internal 
engineering and network planning tool rather than a standalone QoS 
compliance parameter. 

3. 	 Network slicing becomes relevant only when resources are genuinely 
under contention 

a. 	 Network slicing is effective only when network resources are under 
contention and differentiated treatment of traffic is required. Where 

spare capacity exists, all users can continue to access the available 
resources without any materia l impact from network slicing policies. 
In such circumstances, the practical effect of slicing is limited. 

b. 	 Therefore, linking regulatory compliance or network slicing 
obligations to cells exceeding 80% PRB utilization does not appear 
technically justified. If resources are not genuinely constra in~d, all 
users would be able to utilize the network at the highest available 
resource levels irrespective of slicing arrangements. 

c. 	 As such, an 80% utilization threshold is not, by itself, an appropriate 
proxy for assessing the effectiveness or necessity of network sl icing. 

4. 	 The proposed threshold may penalize/deter efficient spectrum 
utilization 

a. 	 The proposed criterion t hat less than 1% of cells should exceed 80% 
PRB utilization does not adequately reflect the realities of mobile 
network operations. 
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b. Traffic demand is inherently uneven and geographically 

concentrated, and certain cells may periodically experience high 
utilization due to localized demand patterns, transportation 
corridors, commercial hubs, events or seasonal traffic 
concent rat ions. Such utilizat ion levels do not necessa rily ind icat e 
poor network performance. 

c. Spectrum is a scarce national resource and high utilizat ion during 
peak demand periods may, in fact, demonstrate efficient ut ilization 
of available capacity rather than network congestion or poor service 
quality. Requiring substant ial unused resource headroom across 
virtually all cells could inadvertently discourage efficient spectrum 
utilization and conve rt a network dimensioning t rigger int o an over­
provisioning mandate. This concern becomes particularly relevant in 
situations where customer QoS remains sat isfactory, t raffic peaks 
are predictable and temporary, addit ional spectrum is unavail able, 
site deployment faces ·right-of-way constraints, or load-balancing 
alternatives are limited. 

5. Significant compliance burden with limited consumer benefit 

a. The proposed parameter introduces substantial operational 
complexity by requiring monitoring, validation and report ing of cel l­
level utilizat ion conditions across extremely large networks. Such 
reporting obligations increase compliance burden w it hout a 
corresponding improvement in consumer awareness or consumer 
welfare outcomes. 

b. Regulatory intervent ions are generally most effective when focused 
on measurable consumer-facing outcomes such as network 
performance, throughput, latency, packet loss, availability and 
customer experience, rat her than on int ernal engi neering indicators. 
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In the present case, t he proposed parameter appears to focus on the 
means of network management rather than the outcomes 
experienced by consumers. 

6. Our recommendation 

a. Accordingly, the proposed parameter "Cells having daily PRB 
utilization >80% (in SG network)" should be deleted from the QoS 
framework. 

b. In the alternative, if the Authority considers retention of a 
utilization-based parameter necessary, tlie framework should be 
simpl ified, made t echnology-neutral, and linked only to sustained 
resource contention conditions that demonstrably impact 
consumer experience. Any threshold adopted should be based on 
conditions where network slicing is genuinely relevant and 
resource contention exists, rather than normal and efficient 
network operations. 
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"(3) Every service provider, planning to create a 
new network slice in their SG network, shall 
submit the details of proposed and existing 
network slice parameters, at least twenty one 
(21) days in advance to the Authority, clearly

6(1)(xv) 
demonstrating the availability of sufficient 
capacity in the cell(s) which are part of different 
slices, in such manner 
and format as may be directed by the Authority, 
from time to time." 

The proposed prior 
intimation framework 
for network slicing 
should be made 
technology-neutral, the 
notice period reduced 
to two weeks, and the 
reporting requirements 
finalized only after 
stakeholder 
consultation with 
adequate safeguards for 
commercially sensitive 
information. 

Justification 

1. 	 Regulatory framework should remain technology-neutral and 
outcome-driven: 

a. 	 The proposed prov1s1on is premised on a specific technological 
implementation, namely network slicing in SG networks. However, 
differentiated service experiences, prioritization mechanisms and 
enhanced customer offeri ngs can be delivered t hrough multiple 
technological approaches across 4G, SG and futu re network 
architectures. 

b. 	 Regulatory frameworks should ideally remain t echnology-neutral 
and focus on protecting consumer interests through measurable 
service out comes, t ransparency and consumer awareness rat her 
t han prescribing or regulating the manner in which networks are 
engineered. The objective should be to ensure that consumers 
receive the quality of service committed t o t hem, irrespect ive of the 
under lying t echnology used to deliver such experience. Accordingly, 
differentiated QoS, innovative service offerings and cust omized 
enterprise solutions should be allowed t hrough any t echnological 
platform, provided consumer interests and service quality standards 
are maint ained. 

2. 	 The proposed 21-day advance notice period should be reduced: 

a. 	 The requirement for submission of network slicing details at least 
twenty-one days in advance may lead to avoidable delays in 
dep loyment of new services and innovations. Telecom networks 
operate in a highly dynamic environment where customer 
requirements, ent erprise use cases, capacity planning decisions and 
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technological deployments often need to be implemented within 
com pressed t imelines. 

b. A mandatory three-week advance notification period may adversely 
impact agility and responsiveness, particularly in emerging areas 
such as private networks, enterprise connectivity solutions, Industry 
4.0 applications and other evolving use cases. Accordingly, if prior 
intimation is considered necessary, the notice period should be 
reduced to a maximum of two weeks to st rike an appropriate 
balance between regulat ory visibility and operational flexibility. This 
would enable the Authority to remain informed while avoiding 
unnecessary delays in the deployment of new services and 
technologies. 

3. Adequate safeguards must be provided for commercially sensitive 
information 

a. The proposed requirement may necessitate submission of network 
architecture details, capacity information, network slicing 
configurations, resource allocation methodologies and other 
commercially sensit ive information. Such information forms part of 
the strategic and competitive business intelligence of a service 
provider and may have impl ications for network security, 
commercial positioning and future technology deployment plans. 

b. Therefore, before prescribing any reporting obligation, the Authority 
should establish a clearly defined, secure and access-controlled 
framework governing the submission, storage, handling and 
dissemination of such information. Appropriate confidentiality 
protections sh ould be incorporated to ensure that com mercially 
sensitive data is accessible only on a need-to-know basis and doesn't 
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carry risks which could prejudice t he compet it ive interests of service 
providers. 

4. The format and reporting mechanism should be developed through 
stakeholder consultation 

a. The proposed provision empowers t he Authority to prescribe the 
format and manner of submission from time to t ime. Given the 
technical complexity of net work slicing and the evolving nature of SG 
deployments, it is essential t hat any such report ing framework be 
developed through a structured consu ltation process involving TSPs 
and other relevant stakeholders. Stakeholder consultat ion would 
enable practical implementation challenges, data availabil it y issues, 
reporting burdens and confidentiality concerns to be appropriately 
considered before fina lizing complia·nce requirements. 

b. This would also promote uniform interpretat ion across the industry, 
reduce implementation ambiguities and help ensure that t he 
reporting framework remains proportionate to t he intended 
regulatory objective. Accordingly, no reporting format or 
information requirement should be prescribed without prior 
consultation with the industry and other relevant stakeholders. 

Just ification 

8 7{1)(vii) 
Silence Call Rate 
w.e.f. 01.10.20 
26 

~ 1%, Monthly Assessment, 
This parameter should 
be dropped. 

1. The paper proposes introduction of t he parameter "Silence Call Rate :::; 
1%'' with monthly assessment w.e.f. 01.10.2026. 

2. W hile t he objective of enhancing voice quality and customer experience 
is appreciated, the proposed parameter is not suitable for inclusion as a 
regulatory Quality of Service (QoS) benchmark. Unlike pa rameters such 
as Call Setup Success Rate (CSSR), Call Drop Rate (CDR), or packet loss, 
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"silence in calls" is not a standard network event or signaling indicator 
that is available through OSS-based counters. Consequently, this 
paramet er cannot be measured through existing standardized network 
monitoring systems deployed by TSPs and equipment vendors. 

3. At present, no standard KPI or OSS counter exists for measuring "Voice 
Call Si lence Ratio" at the network level. Detection of silence events 
generally requires speciali zed audio or media analytics tools that monitor 
individual voice streams and analyze the call content in real time. Such 
solutions are neither standardized across the industry nor integrated into 
existing telecom network management systems. Compliance with the 
proposed requirement would therefore necessitate deployment of 
additional proprietary tools and infrastructure, resulting in substantial 
capital and operational expenditure for TSPs without a commensurate 
regulatory benefit. 

4. Further, as acknowledged in the consultation document, the proposed 
metric is presently derived through drive-test based measurements 
rather than network-wide OSS measurements. Drive tests typically cover 
a limited geography, sample size, and duration, which may not 
adequately represent the performance experienced across an entire 
Licensed Service Area . For example, a few hundred test calls conducted 
over a limited route cannot reliably reflect the service-quality delivered 
across the complete network footprint. QoS regulations have 
traditionally relied on OSS-based counters precisely because they 
represent actual network-wide performance across the entire service 
area and are generated using standardized industry methodologies. 

5. The proposed parameter also suffers from significant challenges relating 
to measurement consistency and reproducibility. Silence detection is 
generally dependent upon proprietary algorithms and implementation 
methodologies adopted by different test solution vendors. The resulting 
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measurement s may vary based on factors such as si lence amplitude 
thresholds, voice activit y detection sensitivity, analysis w indow size, 
t reatment of background noise, comfort-noise packet handling, codec 
implementation (AMR-NB, AMR-WB, EVS, etc.), and whet her the analysis 
is based on acoustic output , decoded RTP streams, or packet t races. In 
the absence of a globa lly standardized methodology, comparable and 
auditable measurements across different operators and testing 
platforms may not be achievable. 

6. Jt is also submitted t hat TRAI has al ready introduced packet drop related 
quality parameters through the QoS framework amendment of October 
2024 to address degradations experienced during voice 
communicat ions. The proposed Silence Call Rate see ks to address a 
similar service quality obj ective and may t herefore resul t in duplication 
of regulatory requirements. Accordingly, TRAI may consider continu ing 
to evaluate silence-related observations under the Independent Drive 
Test (IDT) framework, where such measurements are more 
appropriately suited, rather than making it a licensed service area level 
QoS compliance pa ramet er. 

7. Additionally, the proposed formu la for calculation of Call Silence Rate 
requires reconsideration. As presently defined, the numerator ca ptures 
the number of si lence instances, while the denominator is t he t otal 
number of calls. This could lead to mathematically anomalous resu lts 
whe re multiple silence events within a single call result in va lues 
exceeding 100%, which is inconsistent with t he stated objective of 
measuring t he proportion of affected calls. If t he intention is to measure 
"Silence Call Rate," the formula should instead be based on the number 
of calls experiencing one or more silence events as a proportion of total 
successful calls, i.e., Call Silence Rate = (Number of calls experiencing 
silence events I Total successful calls) x 100. This approach would align 
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the metric with the nomenclature of the parameter and ensure 
meaningful interpretation of results. 

8. 	 In view of the above, TRAI is requested not to introduce Silence Call 
Rate as a monthly QoS compliance parameter and to continue its 
evaluation, if required, through drive-test based assessments until a 
standardized, OSS-measurable, and industry-accepted methodology 
becomes available. 

Justification 

1. 	 The proposed reduction of the complaint resolution timeline from the 
existing four weeks to one week and prescription of a benchmark of 
100% is not operationally feasible for all categories of billing and charging 
complaints. Unlike routine service requests, many billing disputes 
requ ire detailed investigation, validation across multiple syst ems, 
coordination with various internal functions, and in certain cases,

We recommend not to 
dependency on third-party entities or external operators. Therefore, t he 

l O(l)(ii) Resolution of bi lling/ charging revise the TAT to 1 
time required for resolution is often driven by factors t hat are not

complaints within four weeks one week with week. If reduction is
10(1) (ii) entirely within the control of the service provider. 

benchmark of 100%, with Monthly assessment required, same may 
kindly be made 2 weeks for Access service (wireless). 

2	 Bi lling complaints relat ing to Internat ional Roaming (IR) are a significant 
atleast . · 

example. Resolution of such complaints requires verificat ion of roaming 
usage records, TAP/TAPIN CDRs, settlement records and billing 
information received from the visited network operator. Such records 
may become available only after severa l days, and in many cases th e 
service provider must wait for t he complete set of roaming records 
before conclusively determining whether any charge reversal or refund 
is warranted. A one-week timeline may t herefore expire even before the 
necessary information is available, resulting either in premature closure 
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of the complaint or issuance of an interim response w ithout fu ll 
verification of facts. 

3. Similarly, a large number of prepaid and post paid charging complaints 
requi re coordination among multiple functional teams such as bil ling 
operat ions, digital activation teams, marketing teams, offer­
configuration platforms, circle resolution teams and technology 
partners. Cases involving SIM activation cha rges, recharge benefits, 
promotional offer eligibility, bundled benefits, wallet adjustment s, 
payment reconcil iations, and pa rtner-led services often require 
sequential validat ion across several syst ems before a final resolution can 
be provided. Such int erdependent processes ca nnot always be 
completed wit hin seven days while maintaining the accuracy and 
fairness of the grievance redressal process. 

4. It is submitted that t he objective of t he QoS framework should be to 
ensure fair, accurate and sustainable compla int resoluti on rather t han 
drive closu re wit hin an art ificially compressed timeline. A mandat ory 
one-week TAT coupled wit h a benchmark of 100% may incentivize 
int erim or premature responses merely to meet compliance 
requirements, which would be detrimental to consumer interests and 
may increase repeat complaints or disputes. 

5. The practical limitations are also reflected in actual operat ion al data. A 
review of recent complaint handling performance indicat es that despit e 
dedicated processes and monitoring, a small percentage of billing 
complaints require more t han one week for legitimat e investigation and 
resolution. Depending on the nature and complexity of the complaint, 
approximately 4% to 9% of billing complaints in recent mont hs were 
resolved beyond one week due to dependencies such as external 
va lidation, reconciliation, customer confirmat ion, or multi-team 
investigat ion. This demonstrates that a one-week and 100% compliance 
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Service wise Quality of Experience Score (QoES) 
of service providers based on various parameters 
of network performance, consu mer service, and 
consumer percept ion collected through multiple 
sources; 

requirement is not realistically achievable on a consistent basis across all 
complaint categories. 

6. In view of the above, it is submitted that the proposed reduction of the· 
resolution timeline to one week should be reconsidered. A minimum 
tim eline of two weeks may be prescribed for billing and charging 
complaints, which would strike an appropriate balance between timely 
customer grievance redressal and t he need for accurat e investigation 
and fact-based resolution. Alternatively, complex complaint categories 
involving external operators, roaming records, inter-operator 
settlements or third-party dependencies may be specifically excluded 
from the one-week requirement. 

1. Wh ile Vi appreciates the Authority's objective of en hancing t ra nsparency 
and making service quality_ information available to consumers, the 
concept of a composite Quality of Experience Score (QoES) requ ires 
careful consideration before being implemented as a published metric. 

If the Authority intends 
to introduce and publish 
a service-wise QoES 
framework, we 2.
respectfully submit that 

Customer experience is inherently multidimensional and is influenced by 
a combination of network performance, service interactions, consumer 
expectations, usage patterns, device cha racteristics, location-specific 
conditions and several other factors. Consequently, any at te mpt to 
represent such a complex experience through a si ngle aggregated score 
may involve subjective choices relating to methodology, weightages, 
sa mpling approaches, normalization techniques and interpretation of 
consumer feedback. 

the detailed 
methodology, data 
sources, calculation 
approach, governance 
mechanism and 
disclosure format 
should first be 
developed through a 
comprehensive 
consultation process 
with all stakeholders. 

3. It is also su bmitted that the most meaningful assessment of service 
experience is ultimately made by the consumer based on his or her actual 
day-to-day usage experience. India's telecom market already benefits 
from a well-established competitive framework, including Mobile 
Number Portability (MNP), which enables consumers to switch service 
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providers if they are dissatisf ied wit h t he quality of service or overall 
experience being delivered. This market-driven mechanism acts as a 
continuous incentive for service providers to improve network quality, 
customer service and consumer experience. 

4. Further, service providers already undertake extensive customer 
experience measurement and improvement init iat ives t hrough internal 
feedback mechanisms and customer satisfaction frameworks. Before 
prescribing a uniform industry-wide QoES framework based on mult iple 
sources, it would be im portant to clearly establish the measurement 
philosophy, data inputs, source reliability, weighting met hodology, 
validation process and representation format. Given that the resulting 
score may significantly influence consumer perception and competitive 
positioning of service providers, even minor variat ions in methodology 
could materially affect outcomes. 

5. Accordingly, if the Authority intends to introduce and publish a service­
wise QoES framework, we respectfully submit t hat the detai led 
methodology, data sources, calculation approach, governance 
mechanism and disclosure format should f i rst be developed t hrough a 
comprehensive consultat ion process with all stakeholders. Such 
consultation would ensure that t he framework is object ive, transparent, 
auditable, technica lly robust and reflective of actual consumer 
experience, while avoiding unintended consequences arising from 
subjective assessments or inconsistent interpretat ion of data 
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The parameter 
"Accuracy of service· 
wise geospatial 
coverage map published 
on service provider's 
website" should not be 
prescribed as a Quality 
of Service (QoS) 
parameter and should 
be removed from 

Every service provider providing access service Regulation 6(1). 
(wireless) shall publish on its website the service 

11 15(3) 

wise geospatial coverage maps in such a manner 
and format, as broadly specified under Schedule 
Ill and as may be directed by the Authority from 

In the alternative, if 
TRAI considers 

publication and 

Pls refer our comments given above to the Parameter relat ed to Coverage 
Map under Regulation 6 as well as comments given below against the 
Schedule Ill. 

time to time, for the geographical areas where validation of coverage 
wireless voice or wireless broadband service is maps necessary for 
ava ilable for subscription by consblA'lers. consumer information 

and transparency 
·purposes, the same may 
be retained only as a 
st andalone compliance 
obligation without any 
QoS benchmark, 
compliance assessment, 
or financial disincentive 
linked to network 
performance. 
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(1) If a service provider fai ls to meet the 
benchmark of QoS parameters specified under 
sub-regulation (1) of regulation 4 or sub­
regulation (1) of regulation 6 or sub-regulation 
(1) of regulation 9 or sub-regulation (1) of 
regulation 10, it shall, without prejudic·e to the Clarity is required as 

12 16 (1) terms and conditions of its license, or the Act or what constitutes "per Clarity is requi red as what constit utes "per compliance report " . 
rules or regulations or orders made, or directions compliance report". 
issued, thereunder, be liable to pay an amount, 
by way of financial disincentive, not exceeding 
rupees one lakh per benchmark per compliance 
report for the first contravention as the Authority 
may, by order, direct: 
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Explanation needs 

Provided that if the service provider fa ils to meet 
the benchmark of the same parameter 
consecutively in two or more subsequent months 
or quarters, as applicable, he shall be liable to 
pay, by way of financial disincentives, an amount 
not exceeding rupees two lakhs for the second 
consecutive contravention and not exceeding 
rupees three lakhs for each consecutive 
contravention occurring thereafter: 

modification. First 
instance of any such 
reporting discrepancy 
irrespective of t olerance 
levels should result in an 
advisory, warning, or 
opportunity for 
correction. Regulatory 
consequences under the 
false reporting 

1. The proposed Explanation requires reconsideration to the extent it 
deems every mismatch beyond the prescribed tolerance level as "false 
reporting". The term "fa lse reporting" ordinarily connotes willful 
misrepresentat ion, concealment, or deliberate furnishing of incorrect 
information. However, in cases where the Authority derives a different 
performance outcome from the very same raw data furnished by the 

TSPs, the variance may arise due to reconcil iation processes, system 
configurations, or data processing logic rather than any deliberate act of 
misreporting. 

13 
16 (A) 

Consequences for the failure of service providers 
to submit correct compliance reports. - (1) If the 
compliance report furnished by the service 
provider under regulation 13 is found to be false, 
it sha ll, without prejudice to the terms and 
con~itions of it s license or authorization, or the 
Act or rules or regulat ions or orders made, or, 
directions issued thereunder, be liable to pay an 
amount, by way of financial disincentive, not 
exceeding rupees two lakhs per benchmark per 
compliance report, for wh ich such false report 
has been furnished, for the first contravention as 
the Authority may, by order, direct: 

provisions may be 
invoked only in cases of 
repeated occurrence of 
the same discrepancy 
despite prior warning 
and corrective 
directions, such as 
where the same 
parameter is found to 
be non-compliant on 
three or more 
occasions, or where 
there is evidence of 
deliberate suppression, 

2. A distinction may therefore be drawn between (i) cases where the 
Authority separately seeks or independently obtains underlying data and 

subsequently discovers that the data furn ished by the service provider 
was incorrect, incomplete, or misleading, and (ii) cases where the service 

provider itself transparently submits both the underlying data and the 
corresponding calculated performance, and the Authority ar.rives at a 
different result whi le processing the same dataset. While the former may 
warrant exam ination under the provisions relati ng to false reporting, the 
latter should ordinari ly be treated as a reporting discrepancy requiring 
reconciliation and corrective act ion rather than an instance of false 
report ing. 

manipulation, or 3. TSPs maintain extensive internal controls, validation checks, audit 

misrepresentation of processes, and governance mechanisms to ensure reporting accuracy. 

information. However, considering the significant expansion of QoS parameters, 
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Provided that if t he compliance report furnished 
by the service provider under regulation 13 is 
found to be false for the same parameter 
consecutively in two or more months or quarters, 
as applicable, the service provider shall be liable 
to pay, by way of financial disincentives, an 
amount not exceeding rupees five lakhs for the 
second consecutive false reporting and not 
exceeding rupees ten lakhs for each consecutive 
false reporting occurring thereafter. 

monthly assessment requirements, shortened timelines, and increasing 

reporting granularity proposed under the Regulations, t he overall 

compliance burden has increased substant ially. In such an environment, 

isolated reporting discrepancies may inadvertently occu r despite 

reasonable precautions and should not automatically attract penal 

consequences such as false reporting. 

4. Accordingly, it is submitted that the fi rst instance of any such reporting 
discrepancy irrespective of tolerance levels should result in an advisory, 

warning, or opportunity for correction. Regulatory consequences under 

the false report ing provisions may be invoked only in cases of repeated 

occurrence of t he same discrepancy despite prior warning and corrective 

directions, such as where the same parameter is found to be non­

compliant on three or more occasions, or where the re is evidence of 

deliberate suppression, manipulation, or misrepresentat ion of 

information. Such an approach would better align wi th the princi ples of 

Ease of Doing Business, proport ionality, natural justice, and responsive 

regulation while maintaining the integrity of the reporting framework. 

Explanation: If, upon examinat ion of the 
information in the compliance report or in any 
other report pertaining to the performance of 
QoS parameters furnished by the service 
provider, the Authority finds that there is a 
mismatch in the data or value of any parameter 
reported by the service provider and the 
performance calculated by the Authority from 
value or the data given by the service provider in 
its report or observed during the audit, to the 
extent that absolute value of difference exceeds 
1% of the prescribed benchmark, then such 
events shall also be considered as false reporting. 
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15 16 (B) 

168. Consequences for the failure of service 
providers to comply with any other provisions of 
the regulations.- (1) If a service provider fails to 
comply with any of the provisions of the 
regulations excluding provision mentioned in 
sub-regulation (1) of regulation (7), it shall, 
without prejudice to the terms and conditions of 
its license, or the Act or rules or regulations or 
orders made, or directions issued, thereunder, be 
liable to pay an amount, by way of financial 
disincentive, not exceeding rupees five lakh per 
instance of such non-compliance as the Authority 
may, by order, direct: 

Justification 

1. The proposed Regulation 168 is drafted in extremely broad terms and 
empowers the Authority to impose financial disincentives for non­
compliance with any other provision of the Regulations, irrespective of 
the nature, materiality, consumer impact, frequency or severity of the 
alleged non-compliance. 

2. While Vi fully supports proportionate regu latory oversight and 
compliance enforcement, public policy and good regulatory governance 
principles require that financial penalties shou ld be linked to clearly 
identified obligations and objectively determinable contraventions. 

3. Regulatory provisions conferring wide discretionary powers without 
adequate distinction between substantive violations and procedural or 
technical non-compliances may create regulatory uncertainty and 
expose service providers to disproportionate compliance risks. Such an 
approach is inconsistent with the principles of predictability, 
transparency and ease of doing business, wh ich are essential 
components of a stable regulatory ecosystem. 

4. From a public policy perspective, modern regu latory frameworks 
increasingly favour r isk-based and proportionate enforcement rather 
than broad residual penalty provisions. The objective of regulation 
should be to drive compliance and consumer welfare outcomes rather 
t han create an environment where even minor procedural lapses, 
interpretational differences, reporting delays, or isolated administrative 
omissions may potentially attract substantial financial disincentives. 

5. Particularly in the present QoS regulation, where the Regulations 
significantly expand the number of QoS parameters, reporting 
obligations, quarterly to monthly assessments and compliance 

Provided that if the service provider fails to 
comply the same provision of the regulations 
consecutively in two or more subsequent months 
or quarters, as applicable., he shall be liable to 
pay, by way of financial disincentives, an amount 
not exceeding rupees eight lakhs for the second 
consecutive contravention and not exceeding 
rupees ten lakhs for each consecutive 
contravention occurring thereafter: Provided 
that this regulation shall not be applicable if any 
non-compliance attracts the provision of 
regulation 16 or regulation 16A or regulation 17 
or regulation 18. 
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requirements, a residual prov1s1on of such wide amplitude may 
inadvertent ly encourage defensive compliance behaviour and increase 
compliance costs without delivering commensurate consumer benefits. 

6. 	 Accordingly, it is submitted t hat financial disincentives should be linked 
only to specifically identified obligations where the nature of 
contravention, consumer impact and enforce ment consequences are 
clearly prescribed. Any residual or general non-compliance provision, if 
retained, should be limited to material and repeated violations afte r due 
notice and opportunity to remedy, thereby ensuring a balanced 
approach between regulatory accountability, proportionality and ease of 
doing business. 
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Annexure-B 

Comments to Schedule -I 

Para 

S.No 
number of 
Draft 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

notification 
1 4 .1. Network A¥ailability Justification 

4.1 4.1.1. Availability af ser¥ice wise 
1. While Vi supports the principle of providing coverage­

related informat ion t o consumers and agrees that virtua l or 
physical drive t ests may be useful tools for network 
planning and validation purposes, the proposed framework 
seeks to convert a predictive engineering output into a 
regulatory performance metric. 

(i) Broad guidelines for publication of 
service wise geospatial coverage 2. Coverage maps are generated using propagation models, 
map by service providers on their network design assumptions and engineering para meters, 
website including methodology for whereas actual user experience is influenced by several 
validation of Coverage maps are dynamic factors such as device characteristics (Rx 
detailed in Schedule-Ill. sensitivity variation due to aging I use of protective cases, 
(ii) To report the performance against supported bands, Carrier aggregation capability (UE 
this parameter, service providers shall category etc.), indoor or outdoor location, surroun ding 
conduct physical or virtual drive test, as environment, traffic loading and temporal va riat ions in 
is already required under regulation 7, network usage. Conseque ntly, measuring the "accuracy" of 
especially covering the locations where a pred ictive coverage map through drive t ests and.linking 
consumer feedback has been received the outcome t o a QoS compliance obligation may not 
in previous three months, to provide a reliable representation of the quality of service 

experienced across an entire Licensed Service Area. 

Page 1of15 



•VI 

assess the accuracy of their coverage 
maps. The supporting data shall be 
reported to the Authority in the format 
and manner which may be prescribed 
from time to time." 
(i) Under this parameter, the Access 
Service (Wireless) previeers shall 
provide service wise (2G/ 3G/ 4G/ SG) 
geospatial coverage ma13s on 
their website. Compliance against this 
parameter shall be reFJarted 
to the At1tharity as per t he specified 
timelines in regulation €1. 
(ii) To provide tip to date status of 
moaile coverage to the consumers, 
coverage maps should be updated 13y 
the service providers earliest 
upon the cells are either commissioned 
or decommissioned or coverage is 
changed significantly due to any other 
reason in the 
Licensed or Authorized Service Area 
(LSA) network. 
(iii) All tl'le changes in network 
coverage, a1;Je to any action in montl=i 
¥;. 
shall be reflected in coverage map 
within 'x+3' months. For example, 
the cl'lange in network coverage for any 
technology rest1lting dt1e to 

3. 	 Further, t he proposal requiring service providers to 
undertake drive tests, particularly in areas ident ified 
through consumer feedback, introduces signifi cant 
operational complexity and subjectivity. Consumer 
feedback may be influenced by multiple factors beyond 
network coverage and may not always be suitable as a 
trigger for regulatory validation exercises. Such an 
approach could potentially result in select ive assessment of 
isolated locations rather than an objective evaluation of t he 
network as a whole. 

4. 	 The responsibi lity for monitoring, validati ng and 
continuously improving network coverage should 
appropriately remain with service providers, who are best 
positioned to deploy resources and optimize networks 
based on comprehensive operational data and consumer 
usage patterns. 

5. 	 We strongly urge that regulatory frameworks should focus 
on measuring actual service outcomes through objective, 
standardized and network-wide QoS parameters rather 
than imposing compliance obligations on predictive 
coverage representations. The proposed provisions under 
Schedule l and subsequently under the detailed validation 
framework under Schedule Ill significantly increase 
compliance and reporting obligations w ithout a 
commensurate enhancement in consumer welfare 
outcomes. Accordingly, the proposed coverage map 
validat ion requirements, part icularly t hose linked to 
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aRy aetivity, iRell:lding cell 
EOmmissioning, elecommissioning, 
network opti1:i:1ization etc., in month of 
Mardi of the year should be 
reflected in tl=le coverage maps latest by 
the month of June of the 
concerned year. The log of changes 
ma ele in coverage map for 
respeetive assesseEI month shall be 
rnaintaineel for the purpose of 
~ 

(iv) As cell coverage is ele13enelent upon 
the cell loading or cell traffic, as 
against its elimensioneEI traffic t:ianelling 
capacity, the co¥erage R'laps 
shoulel be wesenteel consielering 50% 
€ell traffic against the dirnensioneel 
capacity. It is e><pecteEI that Sl:litable 
bacl~ha1:1I band·.vidth is pro•;isioned t o 
s1:1pport cell traffic. 
M The ce ll co·;erage of respective 
technolog'( shall be presented on tl=te 
co¥erage map in prescribed color 
scheme having i=Ainimurn 13rescribed 
signal strength, in line with license or 
authorization conElitions or relevant 
standards, at tl=le cell edges with its 50% 
loading. 
(vi) The link for network co•1erage FAap 
shall be provided in the home or 

consumer feedback and drive-test based compliance 
assessment, may be reconsidered and, if retained, should 
be limited to a consumer-in~ormati on and t ransparency 
measure rather than a QoS benchmark attracting 
compliance assessment and regulatory consequences. 

6. Further, the consultation paper mentions that (a) variation 

of higher than "O dB" with respect to drive test & (b) higher 

than 3 dB variation between MAP shown coverage and 

"TRAI my speed App captured value at any lat-long" wi ll be 

tagged as error in Coverage MAP. 

7. We would like to submit that the drive test data or 

crowdsourced data can never perfectly match the 

predicted coverage because they represent two 

fundamentally different domains and are not technica lly 

equivalent. Comparing them with each other technically 

flawed in nature. Key Factors Causing Variance Between 

Predicted and Measured Coverage especially for "Spot 

coverage assessment". 

8. In Multiband scenario (900 MHz, 1800 MHz, 2100 MHz, 

2300 MHz, 2500 MHz) Mobile latches on t he capacity Layer 

and switches dynamically on different layers as per 

complex algorithms relat ed to load balancing, interference 

optimization, link budget optimization. Hence "Spot 

instantaneous level" reported by drive test UE will not 
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landing page of the service provider's 
website at a prominent location for 
single click navigation. 
(vii) The maps sha ll be interactive as far 
as possillle ans shall pro•1ide options to 
at least see the coverage by (a) 
selecting technology (single, multiple or 
all) (b) entering latitude or longitude or 
both to see coverage in area of interest 
ana (c) selecting or entering LSA/ State/ 
UT or district. 
(viii) The Authority may, from time to 
time, specify functional ana technical 
req1::1irements for display of service wise 
geospatial coverage maps on service 
provider's vvebsite by an oraer or 
Elire£tion. 

match the predicted coverage which is for the 

band I layer. 

9. Also drive test handset will be "in car" condition 

introduce at least 6-10 dB at ten uation. While the 

maps depict average val ue of the grid (SOm x SO

x 100 m), the drive test sample is spot (lat/ long) 

10. TRAI in its consultation document captures in the 

l{pg. 97, point "c"), under the heading 

Practices for Publication of Coverage Map" the 

"standard deviation of the predict ion error 

allowable" with error margin of+/- 3 dB (i.e total 

11 dB) The excerpt is captured below: 

"c) Prediction error: MNOs to provide predictions tha
average prediction error of between ± 3d8 and 
standard deviation of the prediction error ofless than 
compared to drive survey measurements in the corr
100m x 100m pixel". 

A pictorial representation of different layers 
scenario is as below: 

m or lOOm 

specific. 

esponding 

which will 

coverage 

Annexure 

fact that 

margin of 

t have an 

8dB when 

coverage 

"Globa l Best 

of 8d8 is 

with the 

in mu lti-band 
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Para 

S.No 
number of 
Draft 
notification 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

2 4.1.3 4.1.3. Percentage of significant 
network outage (SeF1'iEes Rat atJailable 

Proposed Justification 

1. While Vi's detailed comments on the revised Significant 
Network Outage (SNO) paramet er have been submitted 
under the main QoS provision and should be read as part 
of this justification, similar concerns apply to the proposed 
definition incorporated in Schedule-I. 

iR a distFiet teF Alere thaR 4 l:ie.,Fs} 
reported to the Authority within 24 hrs 
of start of the outage 
{i) Si gAi~ieaRt NetweFI~ G1:1tage {S~IG) is 
a seeAaFie wReA aeeess {wiFelessl 
SeF\1iee is A0t a•«ailal:lle iA aR'f a iStFiet: feF 
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FRore than q ho1:1rs el1:1e to any reason 
Significant Network Outage is defined 
as an event where access service 
(wireless) in a district remains 
unavailable for a continuous period 
exceeding four (4) hours, or where 
more than ten percent (10%) of 
subscribers in the Licensed Service Area 
(LSA) experience complete loss of 
service for a continuous period 
exceeding four (4) hours due to any 
reason. All 'cells' physically located in 
the district shall be considered for 
deciding SNO. 

2. The inclusion of an additional criterion based on "more 
.than 10% of subscribers in the Licensed Service Area 
experiencing complete loss of service for more than four 
hours" introduces significant ambiguity regarding 
measurement methodology, identification of affected 
subscribers, treatment of inactive or transient users, 
roaming subscribers, and the determination of "complete 
loss of service". 

3. In the absence of a clearly defined and objectively verifiable 
methodology, implementation and audit of this provision 
may lead to inconsistencies and disputes in compliance 
assessment. 

4. From a regulatory and operational standpoint, Significant 
Network Outage determination should preferably be based 
on objective, auditable, and network-generated events 
that can be consistently measured across all service 
providers. Network-based criteria, such as outage of sites, 
cells, or network elements, provide a far more transparent 
and verifiable basis for compliance assessment than 
subscriber-impact estimat.ion models. 

S. Accordingly, the Authority may consider retaining the 
existing network-centric approach for defining SNO and 
avoid introducing subscriber-impact thresholds that may 
be difficult to measure accurately and uniformly across the 
industry. 
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Para 
number of 
Draft 

notification 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

3 4.4.4 4.4.4. Tariff offerings in which soth 
PE!rcentile value of measured ~ 
samples Jar whiGl"I download and 
upload speed is <!: offered typical 
download and upload speed for 4G/5G 
technology in tariff offerings 

1. "Typical Speed" ls not a recognized 
engineering KPI unlike latency, 
packet loss, CSSR, etc. 

2. The Regulation proposes t o 
effectively convert a disclosure 
requirement into a performance 
guarantee. 

1. 

2. 

The proposed parameter is based on the concept of "typical 
download and upload speeds", which is not a standardized 
telecom engineering metric and lacks the technical 
precision associated with established QoS parameters 
currently prescribed under the regulatory framework. 

As a result, the term may be interpret ed different ly by 
service providers, auditors and consumers, creating 
uncertainty in measurement, reporting and compliance 
assessment. 

3. Further, mobile broadband speeds in 4G and SG networks 
are inherently dynamic and depend upon several factors 
beyond t he control of the service provider, including 
customer device category and modem capability, device 
software and background applications, testing 
methodology, handset antenna performance, radio 
condit ions, mobility patterns and localized congestion 
arising from a limited number of heavy users. 

4. In practice, the proposed framework converts a statistical 
disclosure of "typical speed" into a de facto guaranteed 
performance obligation by requi ring t he measured 80th 
pe rcentile speed to consistently exceed the declared 
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speed. Such an approach does not adequately reflect the 
inherent variability of wireless networks and may create 
significant challenges in auditing and compliance 
verification across different locations, time periods and 
network conditions. 

5. Moreover, the proposal may inadvertently discourage 
transparent disclosure, as operators could be compelled to 
declare conservative or artificially lower speed values to 
mitigate compliance risks. 

6. Accordingly, if dissemination of speed-relat ed information 
is considered necessary, the Authority may consider a more 
objective and technology-neutral approach based on 
representative network-level performance indicators 
derived through standardized methodologies such as 
maximum speed provisioned in HSS, drive tests, 
crowdsourced measurements or other accepted 
assessment mechanisms, rather than linking compliance 
obligations to tariff-specific "typical speed" declarations. 
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S.No 

4 

Para 
number of 
Draft 
notification 
4.5 

Proposed Regulation 

4.5. Network Slicing 

4.5.1 Cells having daily PRB uti lisation 
>80% (in SG network) 
{i) A Physical Resource Block (PRB) is 
the fundamental unit of radio resource 
allocation in 4G LTE and SG New Radio 
(NR) networks. rt represents a defined 
portion of radio spectrum over a 
specific time interval and serves as the 
basic scheduling unit through which a 
base station allocates radio resources 
to user equipment (UE) for data 
transmission and reception. The higher 
level of PRB utilization for number of 
days, either continuously or 
periodically, indicates network 
congestion. 
(ii) PRB Utilization in SG NR is a measure 
of how fully the physica l resource 
blocks are being used in the network. 
Ideally, it should be managed to avoid 
congestion while utilizing available 
capacity efficiently. 

Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

Justification 
1. The proposed parameter relat ing to Cells having daily PRB 

utilisation >80% (in SG network) and the associated 
network sli cing framework may require reconsideration 
from both technical and regulatory perspectives. 

2. Network slici ng is fundamentally intended to manage 
situations where network resources are under contention 
and differentiated t reatment of traffic is required. Where 
sufficient spare capacity exists, all users can access 
available resources without the need for slice-based 
prioritization, and therefore the practical impact of 
network slicing is limited. 

3. Consequently, using a PRB utilisation threshol d of 80% as a 
regulatory trigger for network slicing may not be techn ically 
appropriate, since high PRB utilisation merely indicates 
resource scheduling activity and does not, by itself, 
establish service degradation or the need for slice-based 
differentiation. 

4. Further, a cell may continue to deliver satisfactory 
throughput, latency, packet loss and overall user 
experience even at utilisation levels exceeding 80%, 
particularly under favourable radio conditions, efficient 
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(iv) Performance of all Cells including coding schemes, carrier aggregation and advanced 
those cells which are part of Carrier scheduling techniques. 
Aggregation (CA) are to be included 
while calculating the performance 5. The proposed threshold of limiting cells with utilisation 
using above mentioned formula. above 80% to less than 1% appears particularly stringent 
(v) Whenever PRB utilisation exceeds and may not adequately reflect real-world mobile network 
80% for any five days in a month, operations. Traffic demand is inherently uneven and 
service provider must take necessary geographically concentrated, with certain cells 
action to augment the capacity in experiencing temporary or recurring spikes due to localized 
timely manner so that PRB util isation demand patterns, commercial hubs, transportation 
reduces be low 80%. However, in case corridors, events and other asymmetric traffic conditions. 
PRB utilisation cannot be reduced As a result, some cells may exceed 80% utilisation despite 
below 80% even after a period of the overall network continuing to deliver satisfactory 
month then such cells must be service quality. 
removed from network slicing. In other 
words, service provider will ensure that 6. Spectrum being a scarce national resource, high utilisation 
the same cells reported in PMR of a during busy periods may in fact demonstrate efficient use 
month with more than 80% PRB of available capacity rather than poor network 
utilization for more than five days are management. Requiring service providers to maintain 
not repeated beyond two consecutive substantial unused headroom across virtually all cells could 
months. unintentionally convert a network dimensioning tool into 
(vi) In addition, before launch of any an over-provisioning mandate, particularly in areas where 
new network slice, service provider customer QoS remains satisfactory, traffic peaks are 
must ensure that sufficient capacity is predictable and temporary, additional spectrum is 
available in t he network and shall unavailable, site expansion faces right-of-way and 
submit the details, as per the format permission constraints, or load-balancing alternatives are 
and manner prescribed by the limited. 
Authority, before launch of such 
network slicing." 7. The proposed framework also introduces significant 

operational complexity. Monitoring, validating and 
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reporting cell-specific util isation conditions across very 
large networks comprising hundreds of thousands of cel ls 
would create substantial compliance and audit overhead 
with limited incremental consumer benefit. 

8. From a regulatory policy perspective, QoS frameworks are 
general ly most effective when focused on consumer-facing 
outcom es such as throughput, latency, packet loss, service 
availability and user experience rather than internal 
network resource utilisation indicators. 

9. To the extent that the Authority has already proposed 
parameters relating to service performa nce and network 
experience, introduction of an additional compliance 
obligation based on PRB utilisat ion may lead to duplication 
wit hout a corresponding improvement in consumer 
welfare outcomes. 

10. Technology Neut ral Differentiated QoS/data service 
offering: The proposal is confined to SG network slicing, 
whe reas differentiated service experiences and prioritized 
resource allocation can be delivered through a variety of 
technological approaches across different generations of 
networks. Regulatory provisions should ideally remain 
technology-neutral and outcome-driven, allowing 
innovat ion in network design while focusing on consu mer 
outcomes rather than technology-specific 
implementations. 
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11. Accordingly, differentiated QoS and service offerings 

should be permitted irrespective of whether they are 
delivered through 4G, SG or f uture technologies. 

12. lf the Authority nevertheless considers retaining a PRB­
based paramet er, t he met hodology should be simplified, 
t he th reshold shou ld be reviewed, and any ut ilisation 
trigger should be linked on ly to sustained resource 
cont ention condit ions. 

13. In the specific context of network slicing, a utilisation 
threshold exceedi ng 90% would be a more meaningfu l 
indicat or t hat resources are genu inely under cont ent ion 
and that net work slicing is likely to materially influence 
service differentiation, as compa red to the proposed 80% 
threshold which may be crossed during normal and 
efficient network operations. 

S.No 

Para 
number of 

Draft 
notification 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

5 5.7 5.7 Silence Call Rate 

{i) A call which has any instance of 
continuous RTP gap 2! 4 sec is 
considered as a 'Silence Call'. 

Silence Call Rate as a QoS parameter 
should be dropped. 

Proposed Justification 

1. The proposed Silence Caf/ Rate pa rameter may be 
reconsidered for inclusion within t he QoS regulatory 
fra mework. 
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(ii) The performance against the 
parameter shall be calculated through 
the following formula: 

Silence call rate = 
(Count of silence call instances during 
TC~H I Total ca lls established during 
TCBH) x 100 
(iii) A call may have multiple instances 
of RTP gap of <!: 4 sec. Each of such 
instance, within a call, will be added to 
calculate total instances for al I calls 
during the TCBH to calculate the 
numerator value. 

2. As elaborated in our comments on the corresponding QoS 
parameter, "silence" is not a standard network event or 
signaling indicator available through standardized OSS 
counters deployed across telecom networks. 

3. The proposed metric is dependent upon specialized 
monitoring tools and proprietary analytical methodologies, 
which may vary across vendors and implementations. 
Consequently, the parameter lacks uniform measurability, 
standardization and auditability at the Licensed Service 
Area level. 

4. Further, the metric is presently derived t hrough drive t est 
or media-analysis methodologies and does not represent 
network-wide performance in the manner that traditional 
OSS-based QoS parameters do. 

5. From a regulatory perspective, QoS benchmarks should 
ideally be based on standard ized, objectively measurable 
and network-wide indicators capable of consistent 
implementation across all service providers. In view of the 
challenges relating to measurement methodology, 
comparability, operational feasibility and the absence of 
industry-standard OSS counters, the Authority may 
consider not introducing Silence Call Rate as a regulatory 
QoS compliance para meter at this stage. If assessment of 
si lence-related call quality issues is considered necessa ry, 
the same may continue to be evaluated through 
Independent Drive Tests or other specialized assessment 
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mechanisms until a standardized, industry-accepted and 
OSS-measurable methodology becomes available. 

Para 

number of 


Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if anyS.No Draft Proposed Regulation 

notification 
8. Modification in the Schedule Any material changes to the schedules, Justification 

methodologies, measurement 
6 8 

1. The proposed provision empowering the Authority to 
parameters, reporting formats orIn view of technological advancement, modify the technical requirements, methodologies and 

the details mentioned in the schedule compliance obligations should be parameters contained in the Schedules through 
can be modified by the Authority preceded by an appropriate stakeholder subsequent directions or orders, on the grounds of 
through direction or order. consultation process, except where technological advancement, may require appropriate 

purely administrative, clarificatory or safeguards. 
procedural changes are involved. 

2. 	 While it is recognized that telecom technologies evolve 
rapidly and regulatory frameworks need sufficient 
flexibility to keep pace with innovation, the technical 
provisions contained in the Schedu les directly impact 
network design, operational processes, reporting 
obligations, compliance requirements and potential 
financial disincentives for service providers. Accordingly, 
any substantive modification to such provisions should be 
undertaken through a transparent and consultative process 
involving service providers and other relevant 
stakeholders. 

3. 	 Predictability, Transparency and Stakeholder consultation 
are essential elements of a stable regulatory framework. 
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order may create ur:icertainty 

adversely impact ease of doing business. 

4. Consultation with industry stakeholders 
practical implementation challenges, 
limitations and unintended 
regulatory measures are finalized. 

5. 
schedules, methodologies, 
reporting formats or 
preceded by an appropriate 

or procedural changes are involved. Such 
would ensure that regulatory objectiv
preserving transparency, regulatory 
collaborative policy development. 

es 

Frequent or unilateral modifications through direction or 
regarding compliance 

obligations, increase operational and investment risks, and 

helps identify 
technological 

consequences before 

Accordingly, it is submitted that any material change to the 
measurement parameters, 

compliance obligations should be 
stakeholder consultation 

process, except where purely administrative, clarificatory 
an approach 

are met while 
certainty and 
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Annexure-C 

Comments to Schedule Ill 

S.No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

1 

Schedule Ill - Broad 
guidelines for publication 
of service-wise geospatial 
coverage maps 

The proposed Schedule Ill should 
be withdrawn from the QoS 
compliance framework. If 
retained, coverage maps should 
remain a consumer-information 
measure without an accuracy 
benchmark, financial disincent ive 
or prescriptive validation 
obligation. 

1. 

2. 

Coverage maps are prediction-based engineering representations, not 
measurements of actual service quality. Converting them into a monthly QoS 
benchmark by comparing modelled outdoor coverage with selective field or 
app samples would combine fundamentally different datasets and create 
material uncertainty. 

Any detailed framework should t herefore be developed through industry 
consultation, applied uniformly across TSPs and .limited to transparency 
rather t han regulatory performance enforcement. 

Para 
number 

S.No of Draft Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 
notificati 

on 

1.1 Service providers shall No objection to technology-wise 1. Technology-wise maps can aid consumer awareness, but they should not be 
publish t echnology-wise -publication as a consumer- treat ed as proof of actual service availability at every location. Coverage 

2 1.1 (2G/3G/4G/SG) geospatial information measure, subject to depends on frequency band, device, indoor or outdoor conditions, t raffic 
coverage maps for all deletion of the proposed QoS loading and t he surrounding environment. 
areas where wireless accuracy benchmark and 
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S.No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 

notificati 
Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

on 

voice or broadband is 
available for subscription. 

validation-linked financial 
consequences. 

2. Publication should therefore carry suitable limitations and should remain 
distinct from QoS compliance. 

S.No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 

notificati 
on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

3 1.2 

1.2 Coverage maps may 
be based on 
measurement, network 
analytics or prediction 
models; accuracy shall be 
at least 98%, with self-
validation and possible 
audit by the Authority. 

Delete the 98% benchmark and 
related compliance treatment. If 
prediction models are retained, 
TRAI should first prescribe uniform 
model, calibration and tuning 
principles after consultation with 
TSPs. 

1. Different propagation tools, clutter dat abases, terrain inputs and model-
tuning practices can produce different predictions even for the same network. 

2. A uniform, consultative methodology is therefore essential for comparability. 
Since predictive maps cannot replicate every real-world condit ion, a 98% 
regulatory benchmark is unduly stringent and should not attract QoS non­
compliance or financial disincentives. 
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Para 

S.No 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

on 

4 1.3 

1.3 Service providers may 
adjust displayed coverage 
levels to reflect real-world 
service 
where 

performance 
signal strength 

alone does not ensure 
expected quality. 

The discretion to alter displayed 
coverage levels should be replaced 
with one uniform industry-wide 
methodology applicable 
consistently to all TSPs. 

1. 

2. 

Allowing each TSP to adjust cove rage categories using its own interpretation 
would reduce comparability and may confuse consumers. 

If categories such as Excellent, Good and Fair are prescribed, t he thresholds, 
adjustment factors, underlying assumptions and update process should be 
common, transparent and final ized through consultation wit h the industry. 

Para 
number 

S.No of Draft Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

notificati 


on 


1. 	 The term '50% cell loading' is incomplete unless the relevant link direction, 
traffic basis, averaging period and t reatment of carriers or bands are 

Coverage levels shall be Clarify t hat the proposed 50% 
specified. 

displayed using outdoor loading refers to downlink 
5 1.7 signal-strength thresholds utilisation and prescribe a uniform 

2. 	 Since coverage and user experience can differ materia lly between downlink
at cell edge with 50% cell measurement and modelling basis 

and uplink and across spectrum layers, the methodology should be technically 
loading. across technologies and TSPs. 

precise and uniformly implementable before being used for publication or 
validation. 
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S.No 

6 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

on 

Table-1 

Proposed Regulation 

Table 1 - Technology-wise 
signal-strength thresholds 
for Excellent, Good, Fair 
and No Coverage. 

Input/Comment 

The thresholds and the treatment 
of consolidated multi-bandor 
coverage should be finalized only 
after detailed industry 
consultation. 

Justification with supporting reference, if any 

Defining indicative signal ranges is feasible, but a subscriber may dynamically 
camp on different spectrum bands with materially different propagation 
characteristics. A single spot measurement may therefore not correspond to the 
coverage layer represented in the prediction. The rules for band selection, carrie r 
aggregation, consolidated coverage and technology preference require a 
common industry methodology. 

S.No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

7 1.6 

Coverage-level 
descriptions linking 
Excellent, Good, Fair and 
No Coverage with 
expected outdoor and 
indoor availability ofvoice, 
SMS and data. 

The narrative descriptions should 
be reviewed and standardized in 
consultation with TSPs; predictive 
outdoor signal strength should not 
be represented as assurance of 
indoor service availability. 

Indoor availability depends on building penetration, construction material, floor, 
device performance and other location-specific factors t hat are not captured by 
an outdoor prediction. Linking broad signal categories to expected indoor 
availability may therefore create consumer expectat ions that the map cannot 
reliably support. The descriptions should remain indicative and include clear 
qualifications. 
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Para 

number 
S.No of Draft Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

notificati 
on 

1.8 Areas below the Replace 'No Coverage' with Mobile services may remain usable below the proposed -110 dBm threshold, 
prescribed 'No Coverage' 'Limited Coverage' and permit particularly in low-interference cond itions and rural areas. An absolute 'No 

8 1.8 signal threshold at 50% 4G/5G coverage to be depicted up Coverage' label may therefore be inaccurate and potentially misleading. A 
loading may be treated as to -120 dBm, subject to an 'Limited Coverage' category with an additional lower slab, developed t hrough 
no-coverage areas. industry~agreed methodology. technical consultation, would better ref lect actual network behaviour. 

Para 
number 

S.No Justification with supporting reference, if any 

notificati 


on 


Proposed Regulation Input/Commentof Draft 

A common consumer is unlikely t o understand operator-specific technical
Do not allow operator-spec ifi c Service providers may 

adjustments. If the Authority prescribes coverage categories, permitting 
align coverage maps to alteration of prescribed 

unilateral modification of the thresholds would undermine comparability and
ground-level performance categories; adopt one transparent 1.99 auditability. Any adjustment methodology should be common across the industry 
expected under Excellent, and consistent yardstick for all 

and should distinguish clearly between predicted signal coverage and actual
Good and Fai r categories. TSPs. 

service-performance indicators. 
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Para 

number 
S.No Proposed Regulation Input/Commentof Draft Justification with supporting reference, if any 


notificati 

on 


1. Coverage maps are generated from network and planning datasets t hat 
Permit disclosure of a clearly 

undergo continuing changes. 
Publication of the date of defined network-data cut-off or 

the last update for each 
 map-generation date, with 

2 The Authority should clarify what constitutes an 'update' and allow a practica l 
LSA at the bottom of the reasonable update cycles, rather · 

periodic publication cycle based on a defined data cut-off. This would provide 
coverage map. than requiring granular LSA 

meaningful transparency without implying that every network-level change is 
tagging for every network change. 

immediately reflected in.the published map. 

s. 
No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notlflcati 

on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

121 7.6 
Grid-based coverage using 
hexagonal cells. 

If hexagonal . grids are retained, 
TRAI should provide one common 
national grid, unique identifiers 
and technical specifications for use 
by all TSPs, along with adequate 
implementation time. 

1. 

. 

2. 

Independent creation of hexagonal grids by each TSP could lead to 
misalignment and prevent like-for-like comparison. A common grid reference 
and tagging convention is therefore necessary. 

Implementation will require development changes and cost on existing 
coverage platforms, which should be evaluated and supported by 
proportionate timelines before any compliance obligation is introduced. 
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s. 
No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

on 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

13 5.2 

5.2 TRAI may audit and 
validate maps using 
samples from 
Independent Drive Tests 
or TRAI Apps with latitude 
and longitude. 

Validation should not compare 
predicted outdoor grid coverage 
directly with in-vehicle, indoor or 
spot app measurements. TRAI 
should first consult TSPs and 
standardize band, device, 
antenna, environment and 
sampling conditions. 

1. 

2. 

Predicted maps represent expected outdoor coverage over a grid, whereas 
IDT samples may be in-vehicle and app samples may be indoor or outdoor, 
device-dependent and captured on a different spectrum layer. These datasets 
are not techn ically equivalent. 

Validation can be meaningful only after normalizing the environment, band, 
equipment, antenna configuration, grid aggregation and t ime of 
measurement t hrough a common industry-agreed protocol. 

Para 

s. 
No 

number 
of Draft 

notificati 
Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

14 

on 

5.5.1 , 

Margin of error: +3 dBm 
forTRAI App samples and O 
dBm for IDT samples. 

The proposed tolerances shol:lld 
be withdrawn and recalibrated 
through industry consultation; O 
dBm for IDT and +3 dBm for app 
samples do not account for 
measurement-environment and 
prediction variability. 

1. 

2. 

TRAI Apps do not establish whether a sample is indoors or outdoors, while IDT 
measurements may be taken in-vehicle and t herefore include penetration 
loss. App results also depend on device se nsitivity and the band on which the 
user is camped. 

A standardized outdoor procedure, such as a defined roof-mounted antenna 
configurat ion and gain, or scient ifically va lidated correction factors, is 
required before measured sa mples can be compared with predicted 
coverage. 
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Para 

s. 
No 

number 
of Draft 
notificati 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

on 

Do not classify a map as inaccurate 
A published level better on the basis of an unnormalized A coverage prediction is an average expected value for a grid, wh ile a latit ude­
than the identified level of spot sample. Accuracy should be longitude sample is instantaneous and location-specific. Multiband mobility, 

15 5.5.3 
a sample shall be treated 
as an inaccurate sample; 

assessed through statistically 
representative, band-matched 

fading, clutter, terrain and indoor or in-vehicle loss can create legitimat e 
differences without indicating an error in the map. The proposed one-sided test 

otherwise it shall be and environment-normalized may also encourage conservative under-reporting of coverage rather than 
accurate. samples aggregated at the same accurate consumer information. 

grid level as the prediction. 

Para 

s. 
No 

number 
of Draft 

notificati 
Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

on 

Financial consequences Delete financial disincentives 1. Differences are foreseeable because predict ive out door maps, IDT readings 
under Regulations 16 and linked to coverage-map accuracy. and crowdsourced app measurements use different environments, devices, 
16A for failure to meet No penal consequence should bands and spatial bases. 

16 5.6 98% map accuracy or for a arise until a standardized, 2. Penalizing such methodological variance would be disproportionate and may 

difference between statistically valid and industry- classify genuine technical differences as non-compliance or false reporti ng. 
reported and Authority- consulted validation methodology 3. Coverage maps should remain a transparency measure, with reconci liation 
calculated accuracy. is established. and corrective opportunity rather than fina ncial consequences. 
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Para 
numbers. 
of Draft

No 
notificati 

on 

6.1-6.2 

Proposed Regulat ion 

Users may challenge 
coverage through a 
feedback button, with 
specified details provided 
or auto-captured. 

Input/Comment 

Consumer feedback may be used 
as an input for network review, 
but should not by itself determine 
map accuracy, compliance or 
mandatory map alteration. 

Justificat ion w ith supporting reference, if any 

1. 	 A user sample cannot reliably establish whet her the device was indoors or 
outdoors, its radio capabi lity, the band used, local interference or tempora ry 
conditions. Since the published map is based on outdoor coverage at a 
defined loading assumption, unverified individual feedback is not directly 
comparable. 

2. 	 Consumer feedback should t herefore be t reated as a diagnostic lead and 
va lidated th rough TSP network analysis before regulatory reliance. 

s. 
No 

18 

Para 
number 
of Draft Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justificat ion with supporting reference, if any 
notificati 

on 

Make use of consumer feedback 
1. 30 digital maps may not be co nsistently available for all cities or an ent ire LSA, 

User feedback sha ll info rm 
and 30 facilitative, 

require significant investment and can become outdated as the built 
correct ive action and map 

maps not 
environment changes. 

6.3 updates; 30 digital maps 
mandatory. Any 30-map 

are stated to be essential 
requirement should be separately 

2. Similarly, individual consumer feedback may reflect indoors, devices or band-
consulted and supported by a cost-

in urban areas. 
benefit and feasibility assessment. 

specific conditions. TSPs should retain f lexibilit y to use appropriate planning 
data and validated fie ld inputs rather than face a universal 3D-map mandat e. 
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Para 

s. 
No 

number 
of Draft 
notificati 

Proposed Regulation Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any 

on 

19 6.4 

Areas shown better than 
actual, based on consumer 
feedback or Authority 
validation, shall be 

displayed in amber using a 
30-metre circumradius 
hexagonal grid until 
performance aligns. 

Delete mandatory amber tagging 
based on individual or limited 
feedback. Any corrective display 
should follow representat ive 
techni·cal I'd •va 1 at1on, a common 
grid and a defined rectification 
process. 

1. 

2. 

A single or small number of samples may relate to a particular device, indoor 
location or higher-frequency band and may not represent service available to 
other users through a lower band. Marking the entire 30-metre grid as 
deficient could therefore be inaccurate and misleading. 

The t rigger, minimum sample size, band matching, validation process and 
removal criteria must be objectively defined before any such display 
obligation is considered. 

Para 

number
s. 

Proposed Regulation of Draft Input/Comment Justification with supporting reference, if any
No 

notificati 

on 


The requirement, data format, 
Machine-readable sharing may require changes to existing map-generation and 

frequency, security controls and 
publication platforms and could involve large geospatia I datasets. Before

Sharing of published implementation timeline should
20 7.1 mandating such submission, TRAI should define the regulatory purpose, common 

coverage maps with TRAI. be finalized after technical 
schema, update cycle, access controls and acceptance criteria, wh ile allowing 

consultation and impact 
adequate time for system development and testing. 

assessment. 
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s. 
No 

Para 
number 
of Draft 
notificati 

on 

Proposed Regulat ion Input/Comment Justification with supporting ref erence, if any 

21 5.2 

Validation of pred icted 
maps aga inst drive-test 
and crowdsourced 
samples, including 
t reatment of var iance as 
coverage-map error. 

Predict ed, drive-t est and crowd ­
sourced dataset s should not be 
treated as directly 
interchangeable. TRAI should 
replace spot-error classification 
with a statistically valid, grid­
based and normalized validation 
framework developed with TSPs. 

Propagation models are statistica l and average terrain, clutter and radio 
variability, while actual environments change t hrough buildings, vegetation, 
infrast ruct ure and seasonal effects. In multiband networks, devices dynamically 
cha nge layers, and in-vehicle or indoor measurements introduce additional loss. 
The consultation it se lf refers to prediction error parameters in global practice. 
Accordingly, validation must compare like wit h like across the same band, outdoor 
condition, pixel or grid, calibrated equipment and representative sample set . 
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