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Annexure-|

Q.1 Do you agree that as per the existing Spectrum-Sharing Guidelines dated
24th September 2015, post sharing of spectrum, increment of 0.5% on SUC
rate should apply on the spectrum holding in specific band in which
sharing is taking place and not on the entire spectrum holding (all bands)
of the TSPs. Please justify your answer.

MTNL Comments:

MTNL is of view that no additional levy should be charged for reasons
given in response to Q2; and if at all it is to be levied, the increment of
0.5% on SUC rate should apply on the spectrum holding in specific band in which
sharing is taking place and not on the entire spectrum holding (all bands) of the
TSPs.

Para (2), (3) and (12) of Guidelines for Sharing of Access Spectrum by Access
Service Providers issued by DoT vide its no. L-14006//04/2015-NTG dated
25.09.2015 is being reproduced here:

“(2) Spectrum sharing is permitted between two Telecom Service
Providers utilizing the spectrum in the same band.

(3) Spectrum sharing is not permitted when both the licensees are
having spectrum in different bands. Leasing of spectrum is not
permitted.

(12) For the purpose of charging Spectrum Usage Charges (SUC), it
shall be considered that the licensees are sharing their entire
spectrum holding in the particular band in the entire LSA.”

From above, it may be noted that sharing is allowed on case to case basis only
when both TSPs are using the same spectrum band. Hence, it is not justified to
levy additional SUC on the spectrum bands-

i. which are not being shared; and,
ii. on the bands, which could not be shared by virtue of being different type of
bands.

Also, from para (12) above, it may be deduced that charging of SUC is to be
done only for the entire spectrum holding in that particular band which is being
shared.

Since sharing is being done only in a particular band in particular LSA. Therefore,
it is appropriate to charge incremental 0.5% SUC on the spectrum holding in
specific band only.

Q.2 Do you think that increment in SUC rate is a deterrent for TSPs in entering
into spectrum-sharing arrangements? Further, do you also think that in
order to facilitate the spectrum sharing, there should not be any increment
in SUC rate post sharing of spectrum? Please justify your answer.
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/ MTNL Comments: Yes.

It may be assumed that an incremental SUC rate by 0.5% had been levied on
sharing of spectrum by DoT presuming that sharing of spectrum would increase
the revenue of TSPs. Whereas the AGR of TSPs has decreased in past few
years (since 2016-17 onwards). At times, QoS is also not experienced up to
mark.

In last couple of years, the reason for depleting revenue of TSPs may be tough
competition and tariff war. This has reduced the number of players in the LSAs,
thus reducing the overall AGR. In these tough times, incremental SUC rate on
sharing of spectrum would cause an extra burden on TSPs. This might be a
deterrent for TSPs to go for spectrum sharing arrangement even if they are
willing to improve QoS experience.

If incremental SUC rate is not levied post sharing of spectrum, the TSPs may be
encouraged to share spectrum willingly. It is understood that SUC is an
administrative charge being paid to DoT. It is proposed that DoT may charge
some one-time fixed charge for processing the spectrum sharing request.

DoT is already charging SUC for spectrum allotted to TSPs at a certain
applicable percentage of AGR. Incremental SUC post sharing of spectrum is an
additional burden on TSPs.

Sharing of national resources should be encouraged and incentivised.

Q.3 What other changes are required in the Spectrum-Sharing Guidelines to
facilitate spectrum sharing? Please provide detailed explanation and
justification for your suggestions.

MTNL Comments:

It is proposed that the extant DOT guidelines for sharing of spectrum be reviewed
to relax the restrictions for sharing of spectrum. In general guiding principle
should be if two operators are allowed to use a particular band of spectrum, they
should be allowed to share that also.

The extant DoT Guidelines (DoT letter no. L-14006//04/2015-NTG dated
25.09.2015 ) allow sharing between two access licensees, provided both
licensees have spectrum in the same LSA and in the same band. This condition
could have a significant impact on superiority of some frequency bands over
others. It is submitted that inter-band sharing should also be allowed.

The 900 MHz band is widely acknowledged to be more efficient over a greater
distance than the 1800 MHz since the lower frequency produces higher
wavelengths, allowing these signals to travel greater distances far more efficiently
than the higher bands. Under the extant Guidelines, the TSPs holding spectrum
in the 900 MHz band are not able to share spectrum with the TSPs who are not
having spectrum in 900 MHz and holding spectrum in other different frequency



bands. The restriction on inter-band sharing would clearly hamper the ability of
TSPs to deploy next-generation networks. Hence, the inter-band sharing should
be allowed to maximize the spectrum efficiency and commercial benefits.

Para 8 (iii) of extant guidelines for spectrum sharing provides that in case of
proposed sharing where one Licensee has spectrum acquired through auction/
trading or liberalized spectrum and the other has spectrum allotted
administratively, sharing is permitted only after the spectrum charges for
lieralizing the administratively allocated spectrum are paid. Imposing this
condition is a road block and sheer wastage of precious spectrum resources. In
this context, it is proposed that if two licensees are willing to share spectrum,
irrespective of it is liberalised or unliberalised, they should be allowed to share for
efficient utilisation of scare national resources and improvement in quality of
service being provided to the customers.

Q.4 If there are any other issues/suggestions relevant to the subject,
stakeholders may submit the same with proper explanation and
justification.

MTNL Comments: No comments



