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Universal access/service
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SOURCE:
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TITLE:
QUESTIONNAIRE ON UNIVERSAL ACCESS/SERVICE: ANSWERS' SUMMARY

________

The rapporteur as a contribution to summarise the diverse answers given by different countries has done this report. For this purpose, the document considers three kinds of countries related with their per capita income and other economic indicators usually adopted: 1) developed countries; 2) countries under development process and 3) less developed countries.

The implicit idea is that in general, Universal Service definition and Universal Service Obligation (USO) are related with the degree of development of different countries.

Of course other considerations can be introduced. For example other groups can be made, introducing the concepts of “privatisation” and “liberalisation”, against those of “monopolisation” (in the basic telecommunications market) and “state owned” public utility companies. As we can see regarding the answers, the main cases of competitive markets can be found in the group of developed countries, whilst in the opposite situation, principal state owned public telephone services under market monopoly conditions can be seen in the less developed countries group. In the middle, we can see particular situations in developing countries group where privatisation or liberalisation is currently in process or in their first stages.

To restore certain important differences of countries particular situation, with relation with the general synthesis that have been done, main exceptions and other specifications are indicated below each item.  

More observations and/or specifications could be introduced in the global summary, these will be clarified in further discussions if considered necessary for a better understanding of the conclusions related to the Questionnaire 

I. UNIVERSAL SERVICE

DEVELOPPED COUNTRIES

In this group we consider the answers of Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Denmark, Finland, France, Malta, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland 

DEFINITION

Basic telecommunications for all the people at reasonable/affordable prices

OBLIGATION / IMPOSITION 

It does exist in general Universal Service Obligation (USO) is the exclusive responsibility of the dominant/incumbent operator.

Main exceptions

Finland doesn’t have US obligation in any way because it is believed that competition will cover Universal Service objectives. 

Bahamas has still a state owned monopoly to provide telephone services, but privatisation and liberalisation will be introduced shortly.

Portugal and France will remove the obligation for the incumbent after a certain period of time.  

SCOPE

USO includes pay phone service, telephone service for rural areas (schools and hospitals also considered) and service for handicapped people.

In many cases USO includes directory service, emergency calls and operator assistance.

Main exceptions

Australia considers the obligation to provide ISDN by demand for all legal persons. In Finland USO doesn’t exist and so USO scope.

CONTRIBUTION

USO cost (if any) will be supported by the incumbent operator, therefore all the others operators must not worry. 

Main exceptions

Malta (and also Portugal and France after a certain period of time) considers the possibility to introduce contribution to USO cost in terms of EC definition (avoidable cost). 

FINANCING

If necessary it will be based upon revenues of all the operators.

Main exception

Bahamas has not yet decided the regulatory framework related with USO. Finland doesn’t consider introduction of financing of USO cost to be necessary because USO does not exist.

France clarifies that a plus over interconnection charges to compensate USO cost was used during the previous period to the complete rebalance of tariffs, this ended in January 1, 2000. After this date, interconnection charges are not used for USO financing goals. A specific USO fund will be created for this purpose.

USO FUND

Not any country of this group has constituted at this time an USO specific Fund.

ENFORCEMENT

In general, there is a control of the accomplishment of US obligations by the incumbents. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

There are not any case where the USO provision or contribution is a condition to obtain a license to provide telecommunications services. 

The most part of the countries has the provision of USO consultation process to update their definition and scope.

II.UNIVERSAL SERVICE

COUNTRIES UNDER DEVELOPPING PROCESS

We consider the responses of the following countries to enter this group; Argentina, Ecuador, Islamic Republic of Iran, Fiji, Hungary, Malaysia, Philippines, Poland, Republic of Bulgaria, Republic of Korea, Slovak Republic and Tunisia.  

DEFINITION

Generally, countries where Universal Service definition has been introduced by the legislation consider that telecommunications service must be available for all the regions at reasonable prices, focusing the problem of rural areas where there exist a scarce of services.  

OBLIGATION/IMPOSITION

Universal Service Obligation exists in many countries of this group, this obligation generally remains in head of the dominant/incumbent operator. 

Main exceptions

Ecuador, Poland, Hungary (till 2002) and Tunisia don’t include USO in their legislation.

Malaysia, Philippines and Korea extend the obligation to other operators. Fiji doesn’t consider USO except for rural areas. 

SCOPE

Countries where USO has been introduced in the regulatory framework include service for rural areas (also rural schools and rural health centres), the handicapped and pay phones.

Main exceptions

Argentina also considers the category of “low income consumers”.

Iran considers the provision of telephone service for an entire village over 100 inhabitants.

Ecuador, Poland, Hungary (till 2002) and Tunisia do not include USO in their legislation.

CONTRIBUTION

In some cases where not only dominants are the USO providers, all the operators must contribute to USO cost.

Main exceptions

Countries mentioned above where USO provision has not been legislated.

FINANCING

Some legislations where USO cost is not only in head of the dominants operators, considers a contribution over revenues, others over interconnection charges and there are cases combining both, revenues and interconnection charges.

Main exceptions

Countries mentioned above where USO has not been included in their legislation.

In Iran the Government provides funds to cover USO cost.

Malaysia could review their collecting method based upon interconnection charges which provide USO financing. 

USO FUND

Many countries are considering the future constitution of an USO Fund.

Main exceptions

Countries cited above where USO has not been introduced in their legislation.

In Philippines where USO contribution combines interconnection charges and income charges plus, a Fund will be considered in the future, it is provided that a relationship 10 to 1 must be accomplished between urban phones and rural phones. 

ENFORCEMENT

A country where USO has been established, the regulatory authority controls the meeting of these obligations. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

In general, USO provision is not a necessary condition for newcomers to obtain a license in the telecommunications market.

Where USO has been introduced in the country’s regulatory framework, open hearings and/or consultative process are in force. 

III. UNIVERSAL SERVICE

LESS DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

We have considered in this group the answers of Belarus, Belize, Bhutan, Botswana, Cambodia, Chad, Eritrea, Gabon, Ghana, Islamic Republic of Mauritania, Kenya, Latvia, Lebanon, Madagascar, Maldives, Mali, Maroc Kingdom, Moldova, Niger, Pakistan, St. Vincent and The Grenadines, Suriname, Tanzania and Togo.

DEFINITION

Generally, Universal Service has been defined as a telephone access for the entire population across the nation. Some nations also include the availability of telecommunication services for all the inhabitants at affordable prices and reasonable standards of quality.

Main exceptions

Kenya specifically defines Universal service as payphone access within a walking distance of no more than five (5) kilometers. Eritrea introduces the concept of “growing access”. There no US definition in St. Vincent and The Grenadines, Botswana, Moldova (the Universal Service is under study), Suriname, Ghana, Bhutan, Mali, Belarus and Tanzania. Pakistan, and Madagascar have a more extended definition reaching the principle of basic telephone service availability for all the people.

OBLIGATION/IMPOSITION

The main imposition corresponds to the dominant operator, which is usually  the only monopolic telecommunications operator. 

Main exceptions

Many countries where competition has been allowed (or also introduced) include all the operators in the US Obligation (Madagascar, Botswana, Niger, Mauritania, Surinam, Togo, Chad, Gabon, Maroc, Cambodia and Kenya). Tanzania and Lebanon consider USO for dominant and for cellular operators. There are no Universal Service Obligation in Ghana, Latvia, Mali, Moldova and St. Vincent and The Grenadines  

SCOPE

Access usually is referred to payphone availability all across the country, concept that includes rural areas. 

Main exceptions

Many countries with an extended definition include services for the handicapped, rural schools and hospitals (Togo also includes ONG with social goals and Madagascar emergency calls and Gabon also directory services). Belarus considers a necessary increase in teledensity. Countries without Universal Service Obligation cited above have no specific items to cover with mandatory services.     

CONTRIBUTION

In general all the operators must make a proportional contribution to the Universal Service Obligation. In some cases the play or pay principle is considered as the possibility to pay to the dominant instead of the USO accomplishment.  

Main exceptions

Countries where only the dominant operator is in charge of the USO (Bhutan, Belarus, Eritrea, Belize, Maldivas, Mali) and countries where there are no USO legislation.   

FINANCING

There is a very heterogeneous combination of USO financing systems. The main idea shows a concentration on revenues from dominant operators  and all operators. Many countries as well combine revenues from dominant and direct government subsidies (Belize) or from revenues of all the operators and subsidies (Togo, Botswana, Madagascar and Niger). Belarus includes a specific increase in prices to support USO and Eritrea adds other resources like grants and donations.

Main exceptions  

In Chad USO contribution could be established in the near future. Countries where  the USO legislation does not exist.

USO FUND

Many countries are considering the future constitution of an USO Fund. There is USO Fund in Madagascar, Tanzania (related with rural services), Gabon, Ghana, Niger (for access) Pakistan, Niger, Mauritania, Togo and Madagascar.

Main exceptions

Countries cited above where USO has not been introduced in their legislation. Others countries that are studying the possibilty of a future implementation of a Fund (Chad, Cambodia, Eritrea). Many countries where only dominant or a monopoly operator are in charge of the USO.

ENFORCEMENT

In general, in those countries where USO has been established, the regulatory authority controls the meeting of these obligations. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

There is a very different approach to the license regime where the liberalisation of the telecommunications market has been introduced. In some countries, USO provision is not a necessary condition for newcomers to obtain a license in the telecommunications market (Ghana, Cambodia). In the opposite, in other countries is necessary and mandatory to accomplish USO to obtain a new license (Niger, Lebanon, Botswana, Madagascar, Kenya, Maroc). 

Where USO has been introduced in the country’s regulatory framework, open hearings and/or consultative processes are in force or are in process to be implemented. 

________________

Contact: 
Mr. Juan Manuel Magliano, Companía de Radiocomunicaciones Móviles S.A.


Buenos Aires (Argentina) - Tel.: +54 11 43215006 / Fax: +54 11 49788972


e-mail: rree@movi.com.ar

R:\REFTXT00\ITU-D\SG-D\SG01\RGQ07\000\013E.DOC
18.02.00
18.02.00
(103908)

R:\REFTXT00\ITU-D\SG-D\SG01\RGQ07\000\013E.DOC
18.02.00
18.02.00
(103908)


