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Executive Summary 
 
ETNO has studied the draft ECC Decision on European Telephony Numbering 
Space (ETNS) Conventions – document ENF362. Our review of the text 
identifies areas where either further clarity is required or where ETNO would 
not agree with the proposed arrangements for the definition and imposition of 
sanctions, required administrative workload, identity of contracting parties and 
principles behind fees for assignment of ETNS numbers. Overall the document 
is very difficult to read. Its structure and approach are not conducive to 
assimilation of the information within it. 
 

Comments 
 
ETNO’s comments fall into two categories. The first refers to the terminology 
used in parts of the document. Moreover, information presented in the 
conventions is unclear as to what is intended. These are included in the 
information section. 
 
The second category refers to issues that would emerge from applying the 
concepts within the conventions. 
 

Terminology 
 
1. The term “registrar” no longer conforms to the meaning this term has in 

other relevant fields. In its current use it will cause confusion with the 
registry/registrar functions in domain names registration activities. 
Throughout the text “registrar” should be replaced by “registry”.  

 
2. The term “proportionality” is used in Part A, without an accompanying 

definition, so the text does not have a precise meaning. The term should be 
either defined or deleted. 

 
3. Figure 1 (Part C) presents the structure of the ETNS numbers. It would 

assist the reader if the allocated ESC codes were either listed or a URL 
included for reference. 
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4. Part c, section 2, clause (e) uses the term surveillance. However the manner 

in which this is used is open to misinterpretation, since it could refer to 
either national security or to general management issues. The text should be 
clarified. 

 
5. Part f, section 1, specifically identifies ITU-T recommendation E.164.3. This 

implies that other ITU-T recommendations may not be as relevant. The text 
should either list all relevant ITU-T recommendations, or make the 
principle more generic. 

 
6. Part f section 2, clause c (iii) has as its introductory text - "Include as a 

minimum" - without specifying what additional text would be required. It 
would assist applicants for new number ranges for new services to know 
that exact information. Therefore the text should be changed to "Specify the 
following". In addition, a new item should be listed, stating conformance 
with the rules of the ITU-T under which the ETNS numbers were assigned. 

 
7. Part f, section 4, clause b (iv), implies that conformity with relevant ITU-T 

recommendations and ETSI standards is sufficient in so far as they do not 
contradict these conventions. This implies that contradictions exist, which, 
if this is the case, these should be notified to the ENF for guidance. 
Additionally, if contradictions exist they should not be ignored but 
identified and amendments applied to either these conventions or to the 
ITU-T recommendations and ETSI standards. They should not be ignored 

 
8. Part H –"(b) A Service Provider acts as an intermediary between its 

Subscribers and the registry. “This clause raises a number of issues. The 
Subscriber will be under contract with the Service Provider, and the Service 
Provider will have a general contract with the registry. There is no need for 
a contract between the registry and the Subscriber. To do otherwise will 
raise issues of data protection and customer relations management. As a 
consequence we suggest replacing (b) by: "The Service Provider will 
register the ETNS numbers with the registry for its customers". 

 
9. In part L, article 2 on "ENUM data", it is necessary to add a reference to the 

basic principles for ENUM administration in European countries. Two well-
known principles are the end-user opt-in and the validation of number 
assignment. These and other basic principles are contained in ETSI TS 102 
051 "ENUM administration in Europe". Further, the following sentence 
should be added either as a footnote or as text to part L, article 2 (a): "If the 
Administrator receives such a delegation of responsibility, it will administer 
the corresponding Zone in accordance with the basic principles for ENUM 
administration from ETSI TS 102 051." 
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Process related 
 
1. Part f section 2, clause d, implies both a procedure and timescale for taking 

a decision. However, neither the procedure nor the timescale are defined. 
These need to be defined and, where they are defined, cross-referenced to 
this section. If they are not defined, then this text should be removed. 

 
2. Part f, section 4, clause b (v) refers to assessing the proposal for a new 

numbering regime for a new service by comparing it to other existing 
global services. However, implementation of the non-geographic services 
also permits the use of the national numbering services. Thus there should 
be a reference to this possibility added as follows:"... or national numbering 
resources". 

 
3. Part G refers to the conditions by which decisions are made to withdraw a 

European Service Identity. A review of the text would seem to omit 
consideration of the situation where there is a requirement to withdraw an 
ESI that has numbers that are allocated but have not been implemented. 

 
4. Part H, article 4 (c) on "Activation and assignment of an ETNS Number" 

states "... the notification of the activation of the ETNS number shall contain 
the name and address of the Subscriber to which the ETNS Number is 
assigned” which will have a negative impact. As currently worded, the text 
allows the possibility of imposing a considerable administrative workload 
on both the Administrator and the Service Providers, especially when it is 
not clear how this information would help the Administrator in its tasks. 
Without such clarity we propose to delete this clause. 

 
5. Part J, article 4 also defines the contact that the registry might have with a 

subscriber and vice versa, stating that (a) (ii) "the Registry shall make 
reasonable and prompt effort to send a notification…". Customer relation 
management is the responsibility of the appropriate Service Provider. It 
would seem that the proposal for the Registrar to have such contact 
duplicates that responsibility in a manner that is not present in current 
national situations. Such duplication offers no benefit. Also, if a subscriber 
were to perform the functions described, no processes exist to support that, 
i.e. proof of rights of use over a number. 

 
6. In Part L clause 1 the Administrator is given the authority to impose 

sanctions without indicating which ones. In the Parts I and J deactivation 
and withdrawal of ETNS Numbers are described. We therefore propose to 
extend clause 1 with the following sentence: "The possible sanctions are 
Deactivation of ETNS Numbers and Withdrawal of ETNS Numbers." A 
further sanction could be the possibility to refuse any new applications for 
ETNS Numbers by the Service Provider who is in breach of the 
Designations of European Service Identities. No sanction should be possible 
without being explicitly mentioned in the Conventions. 

 
NB: The lack of descriptive text relating to sanctions also applies to Part M 
clause 1. 



ETNO Expert Contribution EC059 (2004/03)  
 

4

 
7. The proposal contained in the draft conventions is to delegate the 

Administrator function to the ECC working group Naming, Numbering 
and Addressing, and the registry function to the ERO Director. It would be 
helpful to provide the rationale for this proposal. ETNO has a concern in 
delegating an Administrator function to a working group. Questions arise 
as to the manner by which decisions will be taken within this group. Will it 
be the majority of members or majority of attendees? Is it appropriate that 
the decision-taker is a WG? Will they act by themselves or as recommended 
by the ECC Plenary? What is the appeals process?  

 
8. The registry function covers a lot of operational responsibilities. It is 

necessary to ensure that the selected entity is able to perform these 
operational functions. To ensure that this is the case, the selection should be 
made through a RFP in a public and transparent form. 

 
9. Part H – 1 (c) "…Where scarce resources are involved, the fees may also 

reflect the need to ensure optimal use of these resources". ETNO has 
concerns with this statement. While agreeing with the need to ensure an 
optimal use of scarce resources, our opinion is that high fees are not the best 
way to proceed, as ultimately all costs are borne by consumers. In addition 
it is stated that the registry revenues must be, as indicated, based on 
management costs and proportionate to the work involved, which is 
difficult to reconcile with the charging for numbers according to a scarce 
resource approach. 

 


