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Summary Continued
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Circuit Switched Network

http://www.highteck.net/EN/Basic/Internetworking.html



Packet Switched Network

http://www.highteck.net/EN/Basic/Internetworking.html



Key Differences between 
VoIP and PSTN

• Separation of content carriage and service 
provision

• Common for many services provided over the 
internet

• Services may not be as demanding as VoIP
• Web Service
• Streaming Radio

• These services unlike Voice were never subject to 
extensive regulation







ECTEL’s View 

• VoIP providers fall into two main Categories
o Those with Networks (Facilities based providers)
o Those without (Service based providers)

� Who lease network elements from locally licenced network 
operators

• Facilities based providers
o Service is similar to PSTN Voice
o Provider must meet the same standards as required for his 

PSTN network. 
� Access to emergency numbers
� USF Contributions

o No new license or Additional fees necessary



Ectel’s View cont

• Service based providers
o Wholly dependent on Network operators
o Cannot be held to similar standard
o USF and other requirements shouldn’t apply
o Need to be licensed



Ectel’s View cont

• ECTEL must licence service providers
o Protect interest of consumers
o Promote fair competion
o Compensate network operators fairly for use of 

their network
o Ensure that any telecommunications service 

provider in ECTEL states are licenced



ECTEL’s List of Specific 
Recommendations

1. ECTEL recommends that VoIP be regulated under the existing regulatory regime.
2. ECTEL recommends that VoIP providers be categorized into two broad categories, namely : 

1. facilities based providers who under the current system would be individual licensees entitled to own, maintain and 
operate a telecommunications network, and 

2. service based providers who lease network elements from locally licenced network operators/individual licensees, 
to resell services.

3. ECTEL recommends that VoIP specific obligations be imposed on individual licensees using existing 
licences .

4. ECTEL recommends that service based/class licence V oIP providers be regulated via means of a new, 
VoIP/IP Telephony class licence .

5. ECTEL recommends that it should forebear from regulating peer to peer social networks and internet 
telephony services (i.e. these services should be unregulated.) 

6. ECTEL recommends that VoIP providers should be provided with geographical numbers without 
discrimination. 

7. ECTEL recommends that the allocation of numbers should be facilitated by the regulator as opposed to 
incumbent network operators. 

8. Subject to ECTEL’s ability to make appropriate recommendations into the future, ECTEL recommends that no 
obligations on number portability be imposed at this time on either category of VoIP provider. 

9. ECTEL recommends that service based VoIP providers be treated as customers of incumbent PSTN
operators required to negotiate commercial agreemen ts to provide services .



ECTEL’s List of Specific 
Recommendations

10. ECTEL further recommends that agreements between service based VoIP providers be 
subject to regulatory review and approval by the NTRCs and ECTEL. 

11. ECTEL recommends that no rules should be developed to regulate IP to IP calls in the short 
to medium term. 

12. ECTEL recommends that the provision of access to emergency services be discretionary for 
service type VoIP providers in the short term. 

13. ECTEL recommends that both categories of VoIP provider be required to provide clear 
information to customers about the limitations of VoIP services in the event of, for example, 
the failure of the broadband connection or power outages. 

14. ECTEL recommends that no new or extra Quality of Service standards be imposed over and 
above existing standards already required of individual licensees and resellers in existing 
legislation in force in ECTEL states. 

15. ECTEL recommends that facilities based/individual licensees should be required to provide 
directory enquiry services for subscribers of other licensees. 

16. Providers should be fixed with a general obligation to work closely with law enforcement 
agencies where requested.

17. ECTEL does not recommend the adoption of any specific rules on security of VoIP services 
at this time. 

18. ECTEL recommends that existing rules on privacy protection applicable to all existing 
licensees should be extended to VoIP providers. 



Responses to ECTEL’s 
Recommendation

• Recommendations are inequitable. The same licence should be used for both 
categories of providers so as not to discriminate

• Facilities based Operators Nomadic VoIP, would be subject to full PSTN regulations 
because Facilities based operators  possess an individual network licence

• Service Operators who resell Nomadic VoIP would be subject to less stringent 
regulation

• International VoIP operators like Vonage and Skype would be subject to no regulation 
at all

• Facilities based providers would have to contribute to Universal Service Fund whereas 
Service based providers would not

• ECTEL’s approach is not technology neutral and seeks to regulate technology 
as oppose to services

• The technology should not be regulated as ECTEL/NTRCs can’t regulate 
international VoIP providers like Vonage, Skype 



Responses to ECTEL’s 
Recommendation Cont

• VoIP and Mobile are a substitute for fixed line service and as such fixed 
line service should not be regulated as it was when there were no 
alternatives. VoIP also should not be regulated as there is sufficient 
competition in that market

• Network Operators cannot treat service providers as customers since 
their traffic patterns are wholly different from existing customers
• Existing customers don’t originate traffic oversees for termination on the 

local network
• Limitations of VoIP can be addressed through Terms and Conditions of 

service and customer education programs
• Categorization by ECTEL is too simplistic and ECTEL should adopt the 

CRTCs categorization instead
• Fixed VoIP, Nomadic VoIP and Foreign Exchange VoIP



VoIP Providers’ Comments
• Voice on the Net (VON) Coalition, includes Cisco, Google, iBasis, Microsoft, New Global 

Telecom, Skype, T-MobileUSA, Vonage and Yahoo!
• VON Coalition submitted comments in response to the Wisconsin Statutes

• Exemption from Contributing  to Universal Service
• Exemption from paying intrastate access charges

• Benefits to not regulating VoIP
• Consumers will benefit from lower prices, and
• robust services
• State of Wisconsin will benefit from increased investment in Broadband Infrastructure necessary 

for new service delivery
• VoIP can be a force for increased competition
• A platform for innovation
• A driver for broadband deployment
• A vehicle for continued economic growth
• California, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, New Jersey and Virginia have all taken steps to prevent 

state regulation of VoIP in order to boost broadband deployment, make phone service more 
affordable, and harness VoIP’s vast potential for important public policy goals



Why regulate

• VoIP may be a critical industry in the near future
• Critical Industries need reasonable oversight

• Financial Meltdown 
• Gulf of Mexico

• Can’t be left to private enterprise 
• Progress in VoIP adoption and legalization is closely 

connected with market liberalization.
• VoIP can be seen as a technology for introducing 

competition
• One of the objective of the Telecommunications Act of 2000 is to 

ensure open entry, market liberalisation and competition



Why regulate Cont.

• With Next Generation Networks and the fixed voice customer base dwindling 
regulators may be left with  regulatory oversight over a minority of consumers 
on Fixed Voice

• In the future VoIP may be the predominant form of basic telephone service. 
Indeed, CenturyLink, the anticipated parent company of Colorado’s Qwest, 
recently announced the completion of the first phase of integrating VoIP with its 
traditional landlines into one network 

• Customer’s who use VoIP will not have the necessary protections to ensure;
• reliable, affordable, and universal service
• Reasonable rates, 
• Reasonable terms and conditions



Issues for Regulators

• Service Providers may provide VoIP service from 
outside of the regulators jurisdiction

• Emergency Calling may not possible
• Caller location information may not be available
• Service may not work during power outages
• QOS may vary greatly – Should Voice be Prioritized
• Traffic Management will be necessary and will impact 

net neutrality
• Lawful/legal interception may not be as available as on 

the PSTN



Issues for Regulators Cont.
• Security of call content may be uncertain
• QOS may be affected by consumer habits and the consumer’s 

own home network
• Universal Service Fund Contributions are not paid for VoIP
• If you open your calling to everyone, you can expect 

zillions of telemarketing calls with no hope of relief, 
because regulators can’t trace or even authenticate the 
user names. 

• Harassing calls can’t be traced-Source can’t be identified
• Maine distinguishes between fixed VoIP service like comcast and 

Time Warner Cable Vs Nomadic VoIP Service like vonage which 
is not regulated for call termination as it is impossible to determine 
termination points for the latter.



ITU World Telecommunications/ICT 
Regulatory Database

Source ITU World Telecommunications/ICT Regulatory Database



ITU World Telecommunications/ICT 
Regulatory Database

Source ITU World Telecommunications/ICT Regulatory Database



Addressing Emergency Calling Issue

• More public education on the limitations of VoIP
• Australia Communications Industry Forum has issued 

fact sheets for customers and guidelines for providers
• Develop new Architecture to ensure location 

identification is possible
• National Emergency Numbering Association NENA has 

such a proposal before the FCC
• Service Overlay Networks (SONs) for VoIP

– Allows for the same kind of rules we now have for the PSTN.
– Addresses QOS and Emergency Calling Issue



Regulatory Decisions

• Initiate a ban on VoIP
• Egypt bans International Mobile VoIP

• State Owned Telecoms Egypt posted a 13% drop in revenue over previous year
• VoIP is illegal in Antigua
• Belize censors the Internet and Blocks Voip

• Two types of decisions are dominating the regulatory responses
• Light touch regulation
• Technology Neutral Regulation

• Light touch regulation
• Main focus has been emergency calling capability
• Some mandate provisions for emergency calling others have no requirement 

whatsoever
• European Union, Hong Kong, Singapore, and the United States



Regulatory Decisions

• Technology Neutral Approach
• VoIP must be subjected to the same regulations as the 

traditional PSTN
• Canada
• Korea and Japan have a mixed approach

• The Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) 
indeterminate on whether VoIP is strictly 
Information technology or a telecommunications 
service



Benefits to Consumers

• Use of Phone numbers from other jurisdictions
• Nomadic Roaming
• Lower call charges for international calls and even local 

calls 
• Features such as presence, instant messaging, and point 

to point file transfer
• Integrates well with other applications online gaming, 



Questions 

• Is VoIP equivalent to Fixed Voice Service?
– Do we need a new licence?

• No VoIP licence Exists in the ECTEL states
– Can a local entrepreneur provide VoIP services legally;

• As a reseller of Nomadic VoIP?
• As a VoIP PSTN gateway to land international calls? 

• Should we encourage VoIP in order to promote 
broadband deployment and Innovation?



Questions

• Should VoIP be regulated at this time? 
– If no how do you prevent Network Operators from engaging in 

traffic shaping of a competitors VoIP traffic?
• Would Section 61 of the Telecommunications Act of 2000 safeguard 

consumers of competing VoIP services

• 61. Any message transmitted over a public 
telecommunications network, shall be confidential and 
shall not be intercepted or interrupted without the 
consent of the sender, or without a court order made 
under this Act or any other enactment.



Closing Remarks

• This is Not Nature
– Everything here can be modified

• Value structure

• Regulation
– Regulate the Market
– Regulate Norms people’s behaviour
– Regulate the Architecture and Code



Thank You
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