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Executive Summary 

 ETNO would like to thank the Electronic Communications Committee (ECC) for 
the opportunity to comment on the proposed recommendations on Number 
Portability Best Practices.  

 ETNO is generally supportive of the directions put forward in the draft 
document but has concerns about the additional operational and technical 
impacts that some of the proposed recommendations may impose.  

 In particular, ETNO does not consider that whilst a single general framework 
may have its merits, it is necessary to go as far as mandating a particular 
method or time value and therefore ETNO proposes to focus on the essential 
objectives for number portability rather than to define detailed solutions that 
might go beyond the current European regulation.   

 
 

General comments 

 
ETNO would like to thank the Electronic Communications Committee (ECC) 
for the opportunity to comment on the proposed recommendations on 
Number Portability Best Practices.  

 

ETNO considers the general framework provided in the recommendations is 
very valuable but ETNO has reservations with regard to:  

a) the compatibility of what is recommended with national numbering 
management and legal constraints,  

b) the practical implications of implementing some of the suggested 
recommendations for both operators and subscribers.  
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ETNO is also concerned that the recommendations promote a unique solution 
for all possible aspects (such as routing principles, quarantine, porting time 
etc.) where it should rather focus on the Number Portability objectives that 
should be reached. ETNO is convinced that it is unrealistic to consider a “one 
size fits all” solution because of the variations within national 
numbering/dialling plans, within number portability deployments and in 
telecoms network technology in general.  It is not demonstrated that a 
detailed alignment of the solutions would be the best approach. In addition 
such an approach might go beyond the European regulation.  

 
The reasons for changing the main points and the amended text of the 
recommendation are provided in the next sections.  

 

Detailed comments  

 
We propose some changes to the recommendation in the next chapter and 
provide below the reasoning for changing the following points: 

 

Recommendation 4 - ETNO understands the rationale to allow customers to 
request a specific date and time for effective porting within the legal 
portability timeframe. However, the execution of the number portability 
request requires the technical network infrastructure to be ready at the 
operator side. The customer’s choice of the porting date is constrained by this 
availability. When for example the telephone number is used for access 
unbundling, this should be done prior to executing the porting of the 
number. Since the former operation is completed in the shortest possible time 
compatible with O&M constraints and porting proceeds directly  afterwards, 
it is technically unfeasible for the subscriber to request a particular time and 
date before the technical infrastructure is ready. We propose to reflect this 
constraint in the recommendation. 

 
Recommendation  5 ii) and 5iii)  - ETNO appreciates the need for making 
portability procedures as efficient as possible and automating the validation 
procedures as much as possible may contribute to this goal. It would be  
unrealistic, however, to completely rule out human intervention from the 
validation as a 100% automation is not feasible nor economically efficient.  

 

For example, if “automatic validation procedures” mean that when number 
portability is requested, it becomes impossible to backtrack using manual 
procedures. Situations when backtrack is necessary to resume the original 
configuration are not uncommon (erroneous bulk portability requests, 
request made by the subscriber etc.)  
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A completely automated process would be counterproductive and not cost 
efficient. Validation should therefore be automated in an optimal way and 
remain reliable and robust. For the same reason, recommendation 5 iii) 
should also take account of the costs related to any potential further 
reductions of the portability timers. The reductions should remain cost 
efficient and proportionate to the impact for the operators. 

 

Recommendation 9 – ETNO does not see the need to recommend a particular 
value for the quarantine time nor to allow the customer to request to port its 
number during the whole quarantine period. Whilst a quarantine time is 
necessary to avoid unwanted calls after reallocation of the number to another 
customer, ETNO considers that resources should not be frozen  too long: 
these resources may be scarce both ‘locally’ (within each operator) and 
sometimes nationally; they should also take into account the freezing time 
sometimes imposed by the national numbering policies. A reasonable value 
should be found nationally to meet all these constraints and it should be 
disassociated from the remaining time allowing the customer to request the 
number to be ported after contract termination or when the service is 
deactivated. If the number is of any value to the customer, the customer will 
immediately request NP to guarantee the continuity of the service on these 
numbers.  

 

Recommendation 13 –ETNO considers that promoting a single solution, such 
a direct routing, as the “ideal” solution is somewhat oversimplifying the 
technical implementation of number portability. It cannot simply be 
considered that this solution can always be implemented in all countries, for 
all services and for all number ranges. The recommendation should not 
exclude the possibility for e.g. onward routing as this solution might fit in a 
global technical approach that guarantees a cost effective and reliable 
solution. In addition, direct routing might create higher barriers for operators 
to be compliant with the number portability requirements.  

 

For both the short and long term, such a recommendation might prove 
counterproductive or impossible to deploy. For the short term for example, it 
can be necessary to supervise a value added service in transit to provide real 
time backward charge unit mechanisms because the recipient network is 
unable to provide them. This will remain until separate charging scheme for 
communication and service (aka “C+S”) is fully implemented. Likewise, for 
the long term, mandating direct routing ‘as the rule’ may be equally 
unfeasible when interworking features are provided in transit (transcoding, 
protocol interoperability etc.). 
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The NRA could therefore only favor optimal and reliable solutions such as 
direct routing but should not exclude other solutions if they demonstrate to 
be optimal and reliable. 

 

 

Proposal by ETNO to modify the ECC 
recommendation on number portability – best 
practices 

 

“The European Conference of Postal and Telecommunications 
Administrations, 

considering 

a) that number portability (NP) is a right for the subscriber and it cannot 
be refused by the donor operator; 

b) that NP is a key facilitator of subscriber choice and effective 
competition in a competitive telecommunications environment; 

c) that it is important to the subscriber that NP is fast, easy, reliable and 
reasonably priced inexpensive; 

d) that it is essential to have access to NP without being hindered 
unnecessarily by legal, technical or practical obstacles when such 
requirements would not be justified and necessary for the technical 
provision of NP; 

e) that it is important to the subscriber that the loss of service during the 
process of porting, i.e. the time where the subscriber is not reachable 
or cannot place calls identified by the ported number, is as short as 
possible; 

f) that NP regulations and procedures can be subject to national 
variation; 

g) that a two-step donor operator led porting process has a risk of being 
stalled by the donor operator; that a porting process should reduce the 
risk of being stalled by the donor operator 

h) that in many European countries the right to port is decoupled from 
any obligations between the subscriber and the donor operator, 
including minimum contract period, and that the experience with this 
is positive; 

i) that unsolicited porting seldom occurs in most countries and that this 
could be because there is a high risk of detection, low economic 
advantage, high marketing risk, that some countries already apply 
penalties in such cases and because the porting scheme is based upon 
and dependent upon trust between market parties; and 
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j) that porting is increasingly associated with bundled services and 
therefore the subscriber may need to switch a set of services in the 
same time frame; 

 
recommends 

1) that NP process should be recipient operator led and be a ‘one stop 
shop’; 

2) that for simple services (e.g. one number for one service) the 
activation of porting should be regarded as the termination of the 
contract with the donor operator for the service(s) corresponding to 
the ported number, but always in respect with the contractual 
conditions between the user and the operator; 

3) that subscribers should be able to port during on-going contract 
periods, but always in respect with the contractual conditions between 
the user and the operator; 

4) that the subscriber should be able to request that the porting takes 
place at a time and date in accordance with the legal time frame as 
soon as the access is technically available; 

5) that the NP process should be as short and efficient as possible: 

i. Loss of service shall be as short as possible. The National 
Regulatory Authorities (NRA) should define the maximum time 
for loss of service, coherently with European regulation, which 
should be significantly shorter than one working day. This implies 
that donor operator disconnection, recipient operator activation 
and all other originating operators’ routing tables shall be 
coordinated within this certain time frame; 

ii. The validation phase in the portability process (e.g. subscriber 
data verification by the donor operator) shall be as short and 
efficient as possible. The validation should be automated in an 
optimal way while remaining robust and reliable and nationally 
defined in line with European regulation. based on clear and 
stable parameters (e.g. by using porting codes or other forms of 
quick and reliable subscriber identification processes) and the 
validation should be automated; 

iii. Portability timescales should be reviewed regularly and, if where 
proportionate and cost efficient, reduced; 

iv. Reasons for rejecting a porting request should be clearly identified 
in NP rules (e.g. regulations or industry standards) and should 
fulfil the following main purposes: 

 to avoid invalid rejection by the donor operator  

 to avoid or unsolicited porting by the recipient operator, and 

 to guarantee the subscriber’s will; 
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6) that attempts to disrupt the switching process by the donor operator 
during the validation phase, or during the portability process, should 
be prevented, e.g. by separation of information between whole-sale 
and retail departments; 

7) that the recipient operator should authenticate the porting request in 
an efficient manner following the nationally defined NP process e.g. 
by collecting a written identification and/or authorisation (Short 
Message Service [SMS] or e-mail could be sufficient) from the 
subscriber before the porting is initiated. The donor operator may 
request the authorisation only after he has accepted the porting, so 
that the donor operator would not be able to stall the process. This 
could be for a limited volume in case of random testing or a 
suspicious porting request; 

8) that acceptance of a porting request by parties other than the donor 
operator, e.g. by the NRA or Central Reference Database (CRDB) 
entity, should be implemented as a last measure for cases when the 
donor operator cannot answer the porting request; 

9) that a quarantine time should be provideddefined by the NRA, e.g. 
three months, allowing the subscriber to request the porting of the 
number after contract termination or when the service is deactivated; 
The quarantine time should take into account potential scarcity of the 
underlying resources. 

10) that the NRA should aim to synchronise processes (e.g. fixed, mobile 
and/or local loop unbundling [LLU]) as far as reasonably possible in 
order to facilitate the switching of bundled services (e.g. in case of a 
triple play) where number portability is included, safeguarding 
however that the NP provision time frame requirements will only 
apply after these enabling activities are completed; 

11) that the NRA should ensure when technically feasible that NP applies 
also to multiple play offers or services using multiple numbers of the 
same type that are associated to the same end users (e.g. multiple 
subscriber numbers [MSN] or numbers with direct dial-in [DDI]) 
should not prevent porting of all or some of the numbers assigned to 
the subscriber; 

12) that the NRA should examine possibilities for more efficient NP 
processes together with relevant stake holders; and 

13) that the technical NP implementation should favour be based on 
optimal and reliable direct routing principles (e.g. direct routing based 
on All Call Query [AQCQ] or equivalent routing method) but the 
technical choice of routing could be different depending on the type of 
services and number ranges.” 

 

 


