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O2 Ireland welcomes this consultation on Number Porting (NP) and we hope that any 
decisions arising from this consultation will ensure that the very significant investment 
made by the mobile industry in developing and implementing a “best in class” mobile 
porting system will continue to benefit Irish consumers into the future.

In order to achieve this goal we believe it is imperative that the importance of 
appropriate and fair compensation to MNO’s for development of such leading edge 
industry solutions needs to be recognised from the outset.  Not to do so could have 
unintended adverse implications for number porting and future investments of a 
similar nature.

With regard to this particular consultation we have a number of concerns on the lack 
of clarity provided on the scope of the consultation, in particular we are concerned 
with the lack of clarity as to ComReg's views and intentions on the cost of porting 
numbers from Fixed to Mobile operators. On page 3 of the consultation ComReg 
states that “there is potential for a future increase in the demand for NP facilities 
arising from the possible introduction of “Home Zone” services and the introduction of 
Triple Play Services by operators”.

Are we to assume from this:

 that ComReg believes Fixed to Mobile porting is within the scope of this 
consultation or,

 do we look to ComReg’s extracts from the legislative basis for Number 
Porting also shown on page 3 of the consultation document ( S.26 of the 
Universal Service Regulations) which states “……shall not apply to the 
porting of numbers between networks providing services at a fixed location 
and mobile networks”?

The lack of clarity on this very important aspect of the consultation does not help 
operators to assess ComReg’s proposals in an appropriate manner. This ambiguity 
forces operators to respond to a consultation without having a clear understanding of 
the consultations scope or current and future financial implications.

Given the ambiguity on the scope of the consultation and the obvious importance of 
any decision in this area on number portability solutions and the potential impact on 
future investment decisions by the mobile industry in particular, we believe that a 
further consultation will be necessary before ComReg could arrive at a decision. We 
have highlighted areas and raised questions which we believe will need to be 
addressed by ComReg. 

Q.1. Do you agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the development 
of costing rules for NP? Do you believe that the categories identified above are clear 
and unambiguous?

Firstly, O2 does not agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the
development of costing rules for NP. We believe that in order to better reflect the 
costs of a mobile operator, the “Per-line / Transaction cost” category would be better 
described as Per-line / Per-number transaction costs. 
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In addition, we do not believe that the categories identified by ComReg are clear and 
unambiguous. For example, under the heading of general system provisioning costs 
ComReg implies that it is only network and support system costs that are covered. 
However it is not clear where the significant costs incurred by mobile operators in 
training and educating both their own staff and consumers during the implementation 
phase of MNP would fall. Are these costs not necessary “to enable the inter-operator 
product” and largely “independent of operator demand.”?

The lack of detail provided by ComReg in discussion of each of the broad cost 
categories presented is even more apparent when one considers that the process, 
systems and routeing for Fixed and Mobile Porting in Ireland are very different and 
the systems, processes and routeing for Fixed to Mobile Porting have yet to be 
decided.

Given the diverse nature of porting activity the consultation potentially covers and the 
fact that the majority of operators only have a detailed understanding of either Fixed 
or Mobile Porting we believe it is essential in facilitating a full and comprehensive 
consultation process that ComReg first provides details of the specific costs for each 
element it believes fall under each of the cost categories currently provided.

Equally if ComReg fail to provide more comprehensive detail on the costs it believes 
form part of each cost category we may face lengthy disputes at a later date. If as 
ComReg appear to be suggesting later in the consultation that charges be agreed on 
a bi-lateral basis, clarity at this stage as to which charges are included in each cost 
category is vital. 

Q. 2. Are there any other cost categories, which should be considered? Please state 
the reasons for your response.

As discussed above O2 does not believe that it is possible to provide a definitive 
answer to this question given the lack of clarity on the consultations scope and the 
lack of detail provided by ComReg when discussing the cost categories provided. 
Following further clarification from ComReg O2 would be happy to provide its views 
on other cost categories.  

Q. 3. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of these types of 
cost? If so please provide reasons. If not please provide reasons and suggest 
alternatives.

O2 does not agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment which effectively means that 
all costs except incremental administrative costs are recovered through interconnect 
charges.

As discussed above the process, systems and routeing for Fixed and Mobile Porting 
in Ireland are very different. While the costing treatments chosen by ComReg in 
Fixed Porting may have been appropriate given the scale of Fixed Porting in Ireland 
and the porting solution chosen, they may not be appropriate or indeed sensible for 
Mobile Porting in Ireland. 
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As to ComReg’s proposals being appropriate to the porting of numbers from fixed to 
mobile operators O2 would suggest that it would be sensible to decide on the 
appropriate systems, processes and routeing before asking operators to comment on 
possible costing principles for such a service, if indeed that is what ComReg intended 
to do in this consultation. 

In any case, O2 believes that a proper consideration of the question posed by 
ComReg can only be facilitated by ComReg presenting a full and comprehensive 
description of the two systems currently in place.  

On a more general point O2 believes that ComReg’s proposed costing treatment has 
only one objective and that is to minimise the charge operators can levy for the 
number porting service. We believe this to be an inappropriate and potentially 
dangerous precedent for future investment by mobile network operators in particular. 
It is widely acknowledged that the mobile porting system in Ireland is one of the best 
if not the best such system in Europe. The Mobile porting system in Ireland has been 
developed at great expense and considerable investment of time and resources by 
MNO’s. While it is difficult to predict exactly what charge would ultimately result if 
ComReg’s costing treatment were to be implemented it would certainly result in a 
charge which is much less than the Mobile porting charges being sanctioned by other 
European Regulators for less efficient porting systems. In Germany, for example, the 
Regulator has set a cap of 29.95 euro per port.

Q. 4. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that allowable costs for the purpose of the 
cost orientation obligation for NP should be those based on an efficient operator? 
Please state the reasons for your response.

As previously stated O2 does not at this point in time agree with ComReg’s general 
approach to NP costs, which would effectively mean that all costs except incremental 
administrative costs are recovered through interconnect charges.

That being said, in general O2 supports the view that efficient operator charges are 
appropriate however, we believe that in order to have a fully informed discussion on 
the types of efficient operator charging mechanism/s that would be appropriate in this 
instance we believe it is necessary for ComReg to;

- Present a full and comprehensive description of the two systems 
currently in place along with its views on future systems as discussed 
earlier.

- In addition, we believe that ComReg should  provide a clear and 
unambiguous definition of what its understanding of “an efficient 
operator” is in this context.
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Q. 5. Do you agree that it may be appropriate for ComReg to use independent cost 
models - i.e. bottom up models in the determination of NP charges? Please state the 
reasons for your response.

O2 believes that a bottom up model approach may be an appropriate means to cost 
Fixed Porting in Ireland given the significant number of years this service has been in 
place here.

However, we believe that such an approach would not yet be appropriate for Mobile 
Number Porting in Ireland given the short time this service has been available. 

We believe that it would be very difficult to accurately forecast the Mobile Number 
Porting volumes that might be achieved in future years. It is conceivable at this point 
in time that the high volumes of Mobile Number Porting experienced to date may not 
continue into the future. Experience in some other European countries suggests that 
once the built up demand for Mobile Number Porting has been satisfied in the early 
implementation years, Mobile Number Porting volumes tend to settle back to lower 
levels of activity1. After only three years of activity we believe there is not enough of a 
time series to pin point Ireland’s position on the MNP lifecycle. This combined with 
the general tendency for bottom up models to understate costs would lead to a very 
real risk of under recovery by mobile operators.

Q. 6. Do you believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied to 
different operators? Please elaborate on your response.

O2 does not believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied to 
different operators. Given experience to date of both Fixed and Mobile porting in 
Ireland we believe there is a very real risk that operators that have made 
considerable investments in providing porting systems and processes which are 
world class in terms of operational efficiency and automation will end up being 
unfairly penalised. 

Conversely, it is conceivable that such a proposal could lead to the entirely 
unsatisfactory situation where an operator that has implemented an operationally 
inefficient and unreliable manual system is rewarded. In addition, allowing differing 
standards of efficiency will lead to consumers being disadvantaged as potentially 
some operators could deliberately operate an inefficient system where they are net 
losers in terms of overall ports. 

However, as mentioned previously a fuller discussion on “efficiency” can only take 
place when ComReg provides a definition appropriate to this discussion.

                                               
1 Analysys;Mobile Number Portability (MNP): strategies for operators and 
regulators 2006
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Q. 7. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that the donor operator should be able to 
levy a NP charge which recovers the incremental administrative cost element of its 
per-line enabling/transaction costs from the recipient operator? Please state the 
reasons for your response.

Yes, however, as stated previously O2 does not agree with ComReg’s proposed 
treatment which, effectively means that all costs except incremental administrative 
costs are recovered through interconnect charges.

Q. 8. What are your views on pricing structures for NP? Please state the reasons for 
your response.

O2 believes that option one where a charge based on a simple / single pricing 
structure for all types of processes regardless of the level of activity involved or 
outcome is preferable. 

Such an approach would be more efficient and easier to manage and thus help 
reduce costs overall.

A charging system based on different charges for different outcomes would be 
inefficient and ultimately lead to greater costs being incurred by operators. This 
would result from the increased administrative effort that would inevitably result from 
disputes on porting outcomes.

Q. 9. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposal that that there should be no direct 
charge to retail subscribers for NP? Please state the reasons for your response.

Yes, O2 supports ComReg’s position that there should be no direct charge to retail 
subscribers for using number portability. In Ireland mobile operators have adopted 
this as a principle since mobile number portability was established. Equally we 
believe that retail subscribers should not be penalised in anyway for utilising number 
portability. In particular we believe that no additional monthly rental should be 
charged in lieu of notice where the customer who is outside of their minimum contract 
period is porting to another operator. 

We do not believe it appropriate for any operator to charge a customer a termination 
charge in lieu of notice as this would mean a customer would be penalised for 
utilising the porting process as opposed to ceasing their contract in the normal 
fashion. The principle of porting is that the request to port is taken as notice to 
terminate and this is included in the number portability process manual. Therefore 
ComReg’s ruling regarding direct charges should also take into account termination 
charges where a customer is outside of their minimum contract period. 
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Q. 10. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the proposed 
specifications are proportionate and justified and offer view on other factors (if any) 
ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory Impact Assessment.

As stated earlier the level of ambiguity in the consultation document forces operators 
to respond to a consultation without having a clear understanding of the consultations 
scope or current and future financial implications. As such it is not possible to provide 
a view as to whether the specifications proposed are proportionate and justified.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

•  eircom believes that number portability is an important tool of customer choice whereby
subscribers are given the possibility to keep their existing phone numbers when changing
operator.

•  As number portability has become available, eircom notes the positive impact this facility
has created by exerting competitive pressures on both mobile and fixed markets.

•  Universal Service Regulations, 2003 state that number portability charges should not “act as
a disincentive for the use of these facilities."  It does not state that there should no charges
or switching costs for the gaining network operator.

•  The nature of costs to be recovered from the porting charges raised on the gaining operator
should be determined by applying the six well established cost recovery principles – and not
by applying an irrelevant precedent from the interconnect market.

•  The option to charge the migrating customer is a matter for the gaining operator. The losing
operator should recover all the efficiently incurred cost of exporting the customer from the
charge levied on the gaining operator.

•  ComReg should establish objective standards to define the cost and benefit of the proposed
measures.  It is a statutory duty upon ComReg to conduct full cost/benefit analysis in its
RIA.
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GENERAL REMARKS

Cost Recovery Principles

eircom reminds ComReg of the six well-established principles of cost recovery principles
advocated by the lndependent Regulators Group1 for a national regulatory authority (NRA) to
consider when developing or implementing a cost recovery mechanism namely:

1. Cost Causation
2. Distribution of Benefits
3. Effective Competition
4. Cost Minimisation
5. Reciprocity
6. Practicability

eircom draws ComReg’s attention to the relevant paragraph:

Regulation 26(2) of the Universal Service Regulations, 2003:

"The Regulator may specify obligations for compliance by an undertaking to which
paragraph (1) relates for the purpose of ensuring that pricing for interconnection related
to the provision of number portability as provided for in paragraph (1) is cost oriented
and that direct charges to subscribers, if any, do not act as a disincentive for the use of
these facilities."

Any precedent drawn from the particular implementation of cost orientation for CPS order
handling charges which is a service mandated under the Interconnection Regulations has no
relevance to the charges for number porting services at issue here.

The ComReg proposal that only the short-term variable costs of porting transactions should be
recovered is incorrect for a number of reasons:

•  the precedent for this proposal is CPS transaction charges in the Interconnect Markets
where systems costs can be recovered from conveyance charges. There is no mechanism
here for recovering system costs after the customer has migrated;

•  the proposal encourages inefficiency as automating a manual process will immediately
result in lower charges without a mechanism to recover any IT investment;

•  implementation of this proposal in the mobile market characterised by considerable
automation and high volumes will lead to a charge that may be so low as not to justify the
billing cost – and certainly below the resulting opportunity cost of unauthorised porting
activity;

•  consistent application of the six principles listed above must lead to the finding that the
general systems costs of an efficient IT solution used to automate number porting services
should be recovered from the transaction charges.

                                                          
1 IRG PLEN (03) 38, “Principles of Implementation and Best Practice regarding cost recovery principles as
decided by the Independent Regulators Group,” 24 September 2003.
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RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS

Q. 1. Do you agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the development of
costing rules for NP? Do you believe that the categories identified above are clear and
unambiguous?

ComReg 07/21 “Consultation on Number Portability in the Fixed and Mobile Sectors” covers
three quite distinct services each with individual characteristics:

- mobile numbers ported between mobile networks,
- geographic numbers ported between fixed networks, and
- non-geographic numbers ported between fixed networks.

The three services are characterised by different stages of development, different volumes and
different cost drivers. While the aspiration by ComReg to establish a consistent basis for the
setting of cost oriented prices for transaction charges is to be welcomed, the differences
between the services covered by the consultation will necessitate different treatments of cost in
pricing decisions.

In the first instance the volume of porting between mobile networks is in excess of 30,000
transactions per month and is supported by an industry funded database solution. The cost of
implementing and operating this solution – both for the industry and for each operator – is
largely independent of volumes. The only truly variable cost for this solution is the cost of
manual intervention in entering order details and the cost of the small minority of exceptions
that require subsequent manual intervention.

In the case of geographic numbers ported between fixed networks the volumes are much
smaller and the product is considerably more complex. The porting of single fixed numbers is
amenable to considerable automation but volumes to date have been too small to justify the
investment. The porting of multiple numbers when ISDN BRA, FRA, or PRA services move
networks is considerably more complex involving manual intervention by wholesale order
processing and network staffs.

ComReg identifies four categories of costs associated with number porting services:

- general System provisioning costs
- per-line enabling or transaction costs
- central database reference costs
- on-going routing costs.

ComReg proposes only to allow type two costs – and then only those of the donor operator – to
be recovered from the charges for exporting numbers.

There are six well-established principles for cost recovery from prices charged for mandated
wholesale services namely:

1. Cost Causation
2. Distribution of Benefits
3. Effective Competition
4. Cost Minimisation
5. Reciprocity
6. Practicability



    eircom Response to Consultation on Number Portability
ComReg Doc. 07/21

7

ComReg would do well to return to these principles rather than draw from the irrelevant
precedents of transaction charges for other services offered in different markets due to
obligations arising from separate regulations.

1. Cost Causation

This principle states that the party causing the cost at the margin should be required to
contribute towards that cost. The gaining operator by winning the customer on condition that the
customer retain their number clearly causes the losing operator the costs of implementing the
porting activities associated with migrating that number to the recipient network. This principle
applies both to the fixed and variable costs of the porting service. Where the gaining operator
initiates an aggressive marketing campaign that causes a step increase in porting activity from
other operators, those operators using a manual process will consider the business case for an
automated solution. Thus the action of the gaining operator may cause the losing operator to
change the structure of his costs – albeit with the higher volumes giving a lower unit costs. The
proposal by ComReg that prices be set only to recover the short-term variable costs distorts the
application of this principle to pricing.

2. Distribution of Benefits

The benefits of the number porting service all accrue to the recipient network or to the customer
of that network. Since it is not proposed that the donor network should levy a charge on the
defecting customer the donor network only has the option to charge the gaining network.

3. Effective Competition

This principle requires that the recovery of costs from the charges for wholesale and
interconnect services should be such as not to stifle the operation of competition between
service providers and network operators. This principle should also be interpreted that such
charging should support orderly and sustainable competition. If, for instance, the ComReg
proposal that only short-term variable costs of the porting activity could be recovered from
porting transaction charges were applied to the fully automated solution operating in the mobile
market, the result could be a very low transaction charge. Indeed the charge could be so low
that operators could decide that billing arrangements to collect the charge were impractical.
Under these circumstances porting that is costless to the gaining operator would encourage
sales practices such as slamming – where the risk that the slammed customer will revert to their
original network has little or no cost. There is an optimum level of porting charge that sends the
correct economic signal to the gaining operator – and losing operator – such that spurious ports
are avoided. Particularly in the case of fully automated porting solutions this charge will be
above the short-term variable cost of the individual port.

4. Cost Minimisation

This principle requires that the charging mechanism should be such as to minimise the total
costs of the service. The ComReg proposal that the only costs that can be recovered from the
transaction charges are the short-term variable costs can have the effect of encouraging
network operators to sustain a manual solution with higher short-term variable costs rather than
move to an automated solution. This is because the ComReg proposal on cost recovery would
disallow the fixed costs of investing in the IT platform to support automation – and the volume
independent costs of supporting and maintaining such a platform. So a network operator seeing
an increasing demand for outward ports would delay such an investment -–even where such an
investment would reduce unit costs because he knows that automation will lead to a price
reduction that will not allow him to recover the cost of the IT investment.

So the proposal to allocate only the short-term variable costs of the service to the charge for
transactions has the effect of increasing the cost of the service by providing no incentive for
operators to automate the service even where transaction volumes justify automation.
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5. Reciprocity

This principle of reciprocity applies neatly to number porting in that all networks both gain and
lose numbers – and each operator in any one market should apply a single level of charge. In
the fixed market the porting process is largely manual and eircom’s costs probably provide the
best surrogate for all donor networks. However if eircom moved to an automated solution with
lower variable (but higher fixed) costs – and the price reduced to a level only to recover variable
costs – then the charge would no longer recover the costs incurred by other donor networks.
Once again the strain on the operation of the agreed principle arises out of the misguided
proposal that only short-term variable costs be recovered from the transaction revenues.

6. Practicability

This principle requires that cost recovery from transaction prices considers issues of efficient
implementation and avoids unnecessary complexity. So the principle would indicate that the
number of separate charges be the minimum number not to encourage inefficient behaviour. An
example is the issue of whether a separate charge is required for failed ports caused by
incorrect information provided by the gaining operator. Such a charge will give the operator an
added incentive to ensure that the correct information is provided. However the gaining operator
already has the incentive to provide correct information has he cannot provide service to the
migrating customer until transfer is complete. So practicability would indicate that a single
charge that recovers the average cost of processing faulty information from each successful
port is supported by this principle.

Each decision in pricing structure is often a balance between several of the principles. When
eircom reviewed the number of rejected GNP orders, we found that the number represents a
high proportion of the successful ports. In the interests of not penalising the efficient network
operators who provide correct information, eircom proposes to maintain a separate charge for
orders failing validation.

Q. 2. Are there any other cost categories, which should be considered? Please state the
reasons for your response.

If the price were set on the basis simply of the short-term variable costs of the activities required
to implement each port and network operators all have chosen to automate the porting process
then a low price will result. As discussed above, under the cost recovery principle “Effective
Competition”, too low a price for porting transactions will actually lead to undesirable sales
practices. The potential cost to the industry of encouraging such practices by setting switching
costs for gaining operators too low should be considered when setting porting charges.

Q. 3. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of these types of cost? If
so please provide reasons. If not please provide reasons and suggest alternatives.

No. The ComReg treatment of costs proposed in this consultation draws on the precedent
established in setting cost oriented prices for mandatory transaction services imposed on
eircom arising out of analyses of the interconnection markets. The obligation to provide number
porting services applies to all network operators – operators of both fixed and mobile networks
– and arises out of obligations under the Universal Service Directive. The precedent is not
relevant and the approach to the treatment of costs is faulty.
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Particularly in the mobile market where large-scale automation has already been implemented
the short-term variable costs of the transactions associated with each port are small. The price
for mobile number porting charged across the mobile industry recovers the transaction costs
and makes a substantial contribution to the system costs. Indeed it is likely that the volume of
mobile numbers ported taken together with the high level of the charge means that Mobile
operators have recovered all of the capital costs of the automation initiative from the porting
charge revenues. For this reason it may well now be appropriate to move to a level of charge for
mobile number porting that only recovers the short-term variable costs of the porting service
plus the ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the automated solution.

In the case of the fixed networks there has been no large-scale automation of porting services
so system costs are low and variable transaction costs relatively high. The proposal by ComReg
to disallow any recovery of future investments in automating the porting services from
transaction charges merely ensures that no network operator will invest in more efficient porting
processes  - even if this investment resulted in a lower unit cost. So the proposal to limit cost
recovery to short-term variable transaction costs does not encourage efficiency.

The ComReg precedent for limiting cost recovery from transaction charges to short-term
variable costs is largely based on the CPS service imposed on eircom arising out of the SMP
designation in the interconnection markets. eircom prices for interconnection conveyance
services include recovery of the “general system provisioning costs” of CPS transaction
services. Where a line is connected to the CPS service eircom charges the gaining operator for
the conveyance of calls from that line – and so that traffic makes a direct contribution to those
system costs. However when a number is ported all the traffic associated with that line is lost to
the network so there is no opportunity to recover the system costs from the traffic.

Q. 4. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that allowable costs for the purpose of the cost
orientation obligation for NP should be those based on an efficient operator? Please
state the reasons for your response.

If all of the costs of implementing a porting service are to be recovered from the transaction
charge then the efficient operator principle might apply.

Q. 5. Do you agree that it may be appropriate for ComReg to use independent cost
models - i.e. bottom up models in the determination of NP charges? Please state the
reasons for your

No. The service is simple enough that an industry agreed  model can be used

Q. 6. Do you believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied to   different
operators? Please elaborate on your response.

No. The eircom charges should apply to the fixed network operators and the agreed industry
level to all mobile operators.

Q. 7. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that the donor operator should be able to
levy a NP charge, which recovers the incremental administrative cost element of its
per-line enabling/transaction costs from the recipient operator? Please state the
reasons for your response.

No. The reasons why this level of cost recovery is insufficient are detailed in response to
questions 1, 2, and 3 above.
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Q. 8. What are your views on pricing structures for NP? Please state the reasons for your
response.

A single charge at the correct price level for Mobile Number Portability is sufficient. The
information required to port numbers is very limited with low likelihood of attempted ports failing
validation.

In the case of GNP on fixed networks a range of charges are required. The high level of porting
orders failing validation of almost 50% indicates the continuing requirement for a separate
charge. Indeed the current level of the charge is probably not providing a sufficient incentive for
operators to get porting details right first time. However the current price structure for the
successful porting of geographic numbers between fixed networks is overly complex –
comprising separate charges for immediate ports and a number of delayed port options with
separate levels depending on the number of CLI’s ported. This review should take the
opportunity to simplify the charging structure by withdrawing charges for services that are
largely unused.

For instance in the last year there have been no instances of the “2 Day Deferred Port” so
eircom proposes that this service be withdrawn in the interests of simplifying the services and
the price structure. Similarly as well as single CLI’s there are four categories of multiple CLI
ports and there are very small numbers of orders processed under two of these categories.
Single CLI'’ are generally associated with migrating PSTN service, 3 – 100 associated with
migrating ISDN-BRA, and > 100 associated with migrating ISDN FRA/PRA services. Therefore
eircom proposes to simplify the structure so that there are three levels of charge per CLI – one
for PSTN (single CLI), one for ISDN BRA (2-100 CLI), and one for ISDN FRA/PRA (>100 CLI).

Q. 9. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposal that that there should be no direct charge to
retail subscribers for NP? Please state the reasons for your response

eircom agrees that the losing operator cannot charge the migrating customer as this would
restrict competition. In any case the porting charges levied on the gaining operator should
recover all the efficiently incurred costs of the losing operator.

Whether the gaining operator chooses to recover the transaction charge from a separate retail
charge is a matter of retail price policy. If they do not implement a separate charge they will
simply treat the transaction charge paid to the losing operator as a cost-of-sale to be recovered
from other service revenues

Q. 10. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the proposed
specifications are proportionate and justified and offer view on other factors (if any)
ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory Impact Assessment.

ComReg should establish objective standards to define the cost and benefit of the proposed
measures.  It is a statutory duty upon ComReg to a conduct full cost/benefit analysis.

ComReg should have considered the well-established principles for cost recovery advocated by
the independent Regulators Group2 when developing or implementing a cost recovery
mechanism.  These established principles of cost recovery have formed the basis of eircom’s
submission.

RIAs form a key part of best practice policy making, which is reflected in ComReg’s statutory
duty to conduct them. They provide a way of considering different options for regulation and
then selecting the best option.  RIAs provide a framework for weighing up the costs and benefits
of removing regulation, as well as analysing other options.  They help to identify any possible

                                                          
2 IRG PLEN (03) 38, “Principles of Implementation and Best Practice regarding cost recovery principles as
decided by the Independent Regulators Group,” 24 September 2003.
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side effects or hidden costs associated with regulation and to quantify the likely costs of
compliance on the individual citizen or business.

eircom have previously expressed, in more detail, its views on ComReg’s conduct of RIAs in its
submission to ComReg Doc. 06/69.  eircom refers ComReg to this previous submission.
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Tesco Mobile Ireland’s Response to ComReg’s Consultation on Number Portability 
in the Fixed and Mobile Sectors (ComReg 07/21) 

Summary 
Tesco Mobile Ireland (TMI) recognises the importance that mobile number portability (MNP) 
plays in the ongoing development of a competitive market in mobile communications. MNP 
enables customers to migrate their custom between mobile operators in a seamless manner thus 
allowing customers to avail themselves easily of the most attractive services and prices in the 
marketplace. 

TMI agrees with ComReg’s analysis at paragraph 4.1 of the differential impact that high porting 
charges will have on new operators when compared to incumbents. In particular, TMI agrees with 
ComReg’s statement that ‘the [MNP porting] charge should be set at a competitive level so as to 
provide the correct incentive for the use of the facility.’ 

Porting charges should be based only on those costs which are directly incremental in the 
administration of the number portability processes to the transfer of a customer from one network 
to another. 

Q. 1. Do you agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the development of 
costing rules for NP? Do you believe that the categories identified above are clear and 
unambiguous? 

TMI does agree with ComReg’s four broad categories of cost, namely, general system 
provisioning costs, per line enabling / transaction costs, central database reference costs, and 
ongoing routing costs. Of these cost categories, only per line enabling / transaction costs should 
be included in the setting of porting charges. 

It is worth noting that there are other cost categories which ComReg is correct in dismissing as 
not relevant to number porting charges. Specifically this would include any unrecovered handset 
subsidy costs by the donor operator, bad debt suffered by the donor operator, and other marketing 
costs incurred by the donor operator. 

Q. 2. Are there any other cost categories, which should be considered? Please state the 
reasons for your response. 

There are no other cost categories which should be considered in this context. NP charges should 
be based on costs which are directly incurred as a result of specific porting activities. A good 
question to ask is what additional costs has the donor operator incurred as a result of an 
incremental porting customer. 

Costs which are incurred to meet general obligations should not be included in the porting charge. 
Even if there were no ports taking place, operators would still be required to provide for a number 
portability process with its general system provisioning costs and central database reference costs. 

Interconnect costs would be entailed where the customer moved operators without taking his/her 
number. The fact that the customer has ported with the original number makes no incremental 
difference to the interconnect cost. 
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Q. 3. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of these types of cost? If 
so please provide reasons. If not please provide reasons and suggest alternatives. 

TMI does agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of the cost types. Using the test 
question outlined in our response to Question 2, ComReg’s analysis is correct. 

The only incremental cost which should be recovered is that caused to the donor operator as a 
result of an incremental porting customer. Costs which would be included in this cost category 
are specific customer care activities related directly to porting. 

Q. 4. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that allowable costs for the purpose of the cost 
orientation obligation for NP should be those based on an efficient operator? Please 
state the reasons for your response. 

TMI agrees that the costs used in computing the NP charge should be those of an efficient 
operator. Inefficient operators should not be entitled to reclaim their additional costs from other 
operators. 

In any case, the prime costs which should be included in these calculations are the costs of 
handling a customer’s request to port. These costs are largely automated using similar processes. 
Any customer care costs will be based on similar amounts of time with people employed at 
essentially identical pay rates. There should be little difference in the true underlying cost rates. 

Rather than inefficient cost structures, operators may be tempted to use inefficiency as a ruse for 
including other costs which are not appropriate to NP charges e.g. accommodation overheads, 
other staff costs, which should not be included in any case. 

Q. 5. Do you agree that it may be appropriate for ComReg to use independent cost 
models - i.e. bottom up models in the determination of NP charges? Please state the 
reasons for your 
response. 

Given the nature of the incremental costs which should be included, it is appropriate to use a 
bottom up model to determine the NP charges. 

Q. 6. Do you believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied to different 
operators? Please elaborate on your response. 

As explicated at Question 4, the underlying costs between operators should be very similar. 
Different efficiency standards are likely to obscure other issues rather than measure true 
efficiency variances. 

Q. 7. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that the donor operator should be able to levy a 
NP charge which recovers the incremental administrative cost element of its per-line 
enabling / transaction costs from the recipient operator? Please state the reasons for 
your response. 

TMI agrees that the donor operator should be able to levy a NP charge. Such a charge does need 
to be based solely upon the incremental costs that an additional porting customer places upon the 
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donor operator. It is the administration costs related directly to the porting request that should be 
included and not any marketing costs, bad debt recovery, handset subsidies, acquisition costs etc.

The recipient operator is causing these incremental administrative charges to be incurred by the 
donor operator. On this basis, the recipient operator should pay a levy. TMI does not object to this 
principle. 

Q. 8. What are your views on pricing structures for NP? Please state the reasons for 
your response. 

ComReg is correct to identify that in the long run the two pricing structures, flat rate or two tier, 
should even out. It is though important to consider the incentives that the donor and recipient 
operator face. 

If there is a flat rate charge the recipient operator might be less careful to ensure that the porting 
was successful first time as the recipient operator would not be penalised by an increased NP 
levy. This would be a small motivation as the recipient operator would face a disgruntled 
customer who may question the benefit of moving and will be delayed in spending money with 
the recipient operator. It is unlikely that it would be in the interest of the recipient operator to go 
down this route. 

On the other hand, if there was a two tier structure it might well be in the donor operator’s interest 
to complicate the porting process to induce a higher proportion of failures. The donor operator 
would benefit from a higher porting levy, a customer who stays on the donor network for longer, 
and a customer who may think that the recipient operator is ineffective in arranging porting. 
These are all plausible reasonings but unfortunately provide for customer detriment. 

TMI is of the strong view that there should be one standard charge for all mobile operators. This 
will ensure that the right incentives are in place to ensure porting is carried out effectively and 
efficiently by both the donor operator and the recipient operator. The customer will benefit from 
aligning the incentives in this manner. 

Q. 9. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposal that that there should be no direct charge 
to retail subscribers for NP? Please state the reasons for your response. 

Customers should be encouraged to port their numbers. This aids migration between operators 
and thus encourages competition with its long term benefits to consumers. 

Given this approach it is sensible that there should be no direct charge to retail subscribers for 
number portability. The porting process should from a customer perspective by easy and 
straightforward. Customers should not feel constrained by a charge which might inhibit their 
decision to port their number. 

In the long run, of course, all customers will pay for the NP systems and processes through other 
charges. Number portability brings benefits to all customers, whether ported or not, in the form of 
lower prices and enhanced benefits. It is therefore entirely appropriate that all customers should 
bear the cost rather than just those porting. 
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Q. 10. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the proposed 
specifications are proportionate and justified and offer view on other factors (if any) 
ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory Impact Assessment. 

Tesco Mobile Ireland agrees that it is helpful to the running of a competitive market for the MNP 
charges to be set based on costs which are directly related to incremental ports. The costs used in 
determining the charge should be set on the costs incurred by an efficient operator. 

TMI is also of the view that a standard charge across all mobile operators for MNP porting will 
aid the smooth working of this aspect of the marketplace. ComReg could usefully add this benefit 
to its consideration of the regulatory impact assessment. 

As an alternative option, the case should also be considered to doing away with the porting 
charge altogether. As the charge reduces from its current level of €20 there will come a point at 
which it is not worth raising the charge, particularly on a net basis. ComReg should consider at 
what cost level removing the porting charge would be sensible. It should also consider whether 
this point has now been reached or when it will occur in the future. 

Tesco Mobile Ireland 

25 May 2007 
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BT Response to ComReg Consultation 07/21 – Number Portability in the 
Fixed and Mobile Sectors

25th May 2007

Introduction
BT welcomes the opportunity to comment on the updating and improvements 
to regulation to reflect the changing environment. BT understands from the 
Regulatory Impact Assessment at the end of the consultation that the aim of 
this consultation was to clarify the regulatory cost rules and retail charging.  

BT has commented to all the questions but has focused on the questions 
regarding the model and efficient operators. In particular BT has raised the 
point that an efficient operator maybe different for an incumbent or a large 
player compared to that of a new entrant or low volume player. BT has some 
concerns that ComReg maybe attempting to ‘shoe-horn’ all operators into the 
same model and to set a single porting price. BT does not consider that such 
an action would be possible. For example, eircom the incumbent fixed line 
player has only recently (January 07) automated their porting process and 
with the volumes being a lot lower for other fixed line players economic 
automation maybe some time away. 

In addition to the comments BT has provided some additional comments at 
the end of its response. In particular BT does not understand why the eircom 
automated porting price is still so high at over 10 euro whereas other 
countries such as the UK have achieved a port price as low as 71 cents. Such 
high prices act as a barrier to services such as LLU as they act as a barrier to 
entry to the market.

The format of BTs response is governed by answering the ComReg 
questions. 

Cost Categories

Q. 1. Do you agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the
development of costing rules for NP? Do you believe that the categories 
identified above are clear and unambiguous?
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BT Response
BT considers that the cost categories are correct and these align with the 
current costs within the industry.

Q. 2 Are there any other cost categories, which should be considered? Please 
state the reasons for your response.

BT Response
The only other cost is the cost of failures where porting fails, however this cost 
would be absorbed into the existing cost types.

Q. 3. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of these types 
of cost? If so please provide reasons. If not please provide reasons and 
suggest alternatives.

BT Response
BT generally agrees with ComReg’s proposed treatment of the cost 
categories. With reference to the Per-line / Transaction costs BT believes that 
ComReg need to acknowledge that porting volumes have been low for some 
fixed line operators and thus an efficient operator model for low volumes 
would be a manual solution. This imbalance due to volumes will mean some 
operators will have lower system provisioning costs and higher transaction 
costs. 

Cost Model

Q. 4. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that allowable costs for the purpose 
of the cost orientation obligation for NP should be those based on an efficient 
operator? Please state the reasons for your response.

BT Response
BT agrees with ComRegs view of allowable costs, however, it is not clear in 
the ComReg proposal what is the definition of an efficient operator model and 
what would an efficient operator model look like. For example, an efficient 
operator for an incumbent dealing with higher volumes would be different to 
an efficient operator model for a new entrant with very low volumes. A key 
element of this discussion is when it is economic to automate. Clearly if the 
costs of automation at not recoverable in a reasonable period then an efficient 
operator would not automate. BT notes that eircom has only recently 
automated GNP themselves (new system introduced in January 07) hence if 
the fixed line incumbent has only just automated; it will clearly be a long time
before others follow suit. This situation means that any model should not be 
seeking to introduce price reciprocity at this time.

BT does not agree that there is one model that fits all. An efficient operator 
needs to be defined in terms of the operators’ size and volume of business.
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Q. 5. Do you agree that it may be appropriate for ComReg to use independent 
cost models - i.e. bottom up models in the determination of NP charges? 
Please state the reasons for your response.

BT Response
BT agrees that there could be independent cost models that more accurately 
reflect the different situations of different operators. BT would be extremely 
concerned if ComReg attempted to ‘shoe horn’ all operators into a single 
model for a single solution. Such an approach would clearly be aimed at 
setting prices and ultimately could see some operators loosing money. BT 
considers that such a situation could lead operator to under recover 
reasonable costs and that would be unacceptable.

Q. 6. Do you believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied 
to different operators? Please elaborate on your response.

BT Response
BT strongly believes that a different efficient operator model should be applied 
to different categories of players, which could take inputs such as porting 
volumes as an input to deciding the categories.

Donor Operator Charges

Q. 7. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that the donor operator should be 
able to levy a NP charge which recovers the incremental administrative cost 
element of its per-line enabling/transaction costs from the recipient operator? 
Please state the reasons for your response.

BT Response
Under the principles of cost causation the recipient operator has caused work 
to be conducted in the donor operator hence it is reasonable that the donor 
operator should recover its reasonable costs. 

What type of charging structure should be implemented?

Q. 8. What are your views on pricing structures for NP? Please state the
reasons for your response

BT Response
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BT agrees with ComRegs proposal to have a single charge that addresses 
both successful and unsuccessful porting attempts as this saves billing 
complexity and complex billing verification. However, BT does believe that the 
charges for block moves should be different to singleton moves to address the 
additional work involved such as verifying the lists are correct.

Retail Number Porting Charges

Q. 9. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposal that that there should be no
direct charge to retail subscribers for NP? Please state the reasons for your 
response

BT Response
BT agrees with the existing regulatory policy on non-charging for number 
portability at the retail layer and thus agrees with the ComReg proposal in this 
consultation. BT understands that this is a European Directive requirement 
and ComReg may not have the power to support charging retail customers.

Regulatory Impact Assessment

Q. 10. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the proposed 
specifications are proportionate and justified and offer view on other factors (if 
any) ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory Impact 
Assessment.

BT Response
It is not obvious that this consultation was needed as the consultation appears 
to re-iterate what BT already understands to be the regulations and ComReg 
could have constructed cost models without consulting.

As regards the regulatory options BT considers option 2 to be the most 
appropriate in that the gaining operator received the benefit and so should 
pay the costs.
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Other
Reference Section 6 – Draft Specification
Specification 1 – If ComReg are going to specify allowable costs it should 
define the terms it uses in its specification. Provided that low volume manual 
and higher volume automated operators can reside within the definition of an 
efficient operator then we are ok.

Eircom GNP pricing
BT considers that following the automation of GNP by eircom in January the 
porting price did not reduce by as much as was expected for ports on an 
automated system. For example the price in the UK is 49 pence (=approx 
71cents) yet the eircom price is over 10 euro. It is not clear why the eircom 
price is still so high. Having such a high porting price has a detrimental impact 
to the provision costs of other products such as LLU as porting is a 
component of many order types. 

End
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Consultation on Number Portability in  
the Fixed and Mobile Sectors 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Number Portability (‘NP’) is a facility which allows subscribers to retain their existing 
fixed or mobile number when moving between network operators. Number portability is 
essential to maximise the benefits of a competitive telecommunications market as it 
reduces switching costs. ALTO members share ComReg’s view that if NP charges are at 
an excessive level, this will have a greater impact on smaller and new entrant operators as 
they are likely to be net recipients of ports. Excessive charges will distort the market as it 
will render unprofitable some customer acquisition which would otherwise be profitable.  
 
In this consultation paper ComReg tells us that it is proposing to utilise its power 
pursuant to Regulation 26(2) of the Universal Service Regulations to specify a particular 
aspect of the obligation of cost orientation in relation to pricing for interconnection 
related to the provision of NP. Additionally, ComReg is consulting on the possibility of 
mandating that retail customers do not have to pay directly to port their numbers if they 
change supplier. 
 
It is not clear to ALTO members why ComReg is seeking to utilise its power under the 
Universal Service Regulations at this time. The Regulations have been in force in Ireland 
since July 2003. In addition, we are not aware of any major developments in the market 
which would generate a clear need for regulatory action. 
 
ComReg seems to place significant emphasis on a ruling from the European Court of 
Justice (from July 2006) in the ‘Mobistar’ case. The consultation paper does not explain 
clearly what this ruling means for number portability cost issues in Ireland and why it 
should generate an imperative for the regulator to act at this time. 
 
In addition, ComReg does not seem to be making any changes to its policy on how 
number operability costs are allocated – this policy was set in two earlier ComReg 
decisions (‘Introducing Number Portability in Ireland’ D1/99 and ‘Decision Notice on 
Fixed Interconnection Charging Mechanisms’ D14/03). ALTO and its members 
supported the policies set by ComReg in those earlier consultations – see, for example, 
our response to the 2003 consultation paper 
http://www.alto.ie/media/docs/Ix_charging_cons_Mar03.pdf  
 
In the final section of the consultation paper ComReg states that “on foot of any revised 
framework, ComReg will formally request operators to justify their existing NP charges.” 
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ALTO members would appreciate if ComReg would outline clearly why this consultation 
has been brought forward and what changes, if any, it makes to the number portability 
charging landscape. If requests are to be made to operators and additional data is to be 
gathered (and we do not see any need for such action) this should be carried out in the 
simplest and most flexible manner possible. ComReg should be particularly aware of the 
heavy burden already placed on smaller operators by on-going demands for data from 
ComReg. 
 
Notwithstanding our comments above, we will support the main proposals made by 
ComReg in the consultation, as these align closely with the existing regulatory policy on 
number portability charging. 
 
Given the broader changes happening with technologies, and the increasing complexity 
of operators’ systems and processes, it appears to be an opportune time to raise some 
issues of principle with regards to the management of the various directory services, of 
which NP is a significant element. 
 
It is important to ensure a consistency of approach across all the databases that operators 
are obliged to interface with; the GNP Database, the Mobile Number Database, the NDD, 
the Payphone Database, Enum database, the generic LLU information set, and, more 
essentially, with the concentration of market power in eircom, the Unified Gateway 
operated by eircom. 
 
This consistency should facilitate; 
 

1. Ease of use of the systems – this issue concerns the terms of access to the 
systems and the data schemas for data interchange. As an example,  Eircom's 
Unified Gateway, to which all operators can connect, uses a simple, 
structured, and modern web-services-based interface. Currently all the other 
systems outlined above are a hodge podge of antiquated technologies and 
these should move to a model similar to that of eircom’s UG. Of course, 
legacy systems interface methods should continue to be supported for a period 
of time. 

 
2. Ease of Reporting and Financial Certainty – this issue concerns costs, which 

should be charged on a transactional basis with minimum set-up elements.  
 
3. Clear statement of requirements for the provision of such services that they 

are: 
 

 Reliable. The service provider's services depend on complex technology 
that ought to be designed to deliver reliability consistent with 
telecommunications industry standards. They must commit to deliver high 
quality services meeting numerous service levels, such as system 
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availability, response times for help desk inquiries and billing accuracy, 
consistent with telecommunications industry standards. 

 
 Neutral. Currently eircom controls the NDD, the mobile operators exert 

significant influence over the mobile number database. It is essential that 
these services be provided in a competitively neutral way to ensure that no 
one telecommunications service provider, telecommunications industry 
segment or technology or group of telecommunications customers is 
favored over any other. 

 
4. Ideally an integrated and holistic clearing-house approach may need to be 

undertaken, possible including the merging of these datasets.  
 
 
As a specific example, we understand that there are proposals to merge the number 
portability database for fixed and mobile. This proposal seems to make sense, however, 
some operators have been concerned with the way the mobile database has been managed 
and we would urge ComReg to ensure that all operators can get access on fair and 
reasonable terms as we have outlined here. 
 
We urge ComReg to consider the points made here about the various directory/database 
services operating in the sector and to (i) develop an overall policy on the evolution of 
these systems, and (ii) adopt the principles we have suggested in influencing the 
development of these systems in future.  
 
One final point we want to make in this Introduction concerns the role of Portco. This 
company was established by ComReg, with industry participation, to play a role in the 
management and development of number portability databases and systems. Portco has 
not played the active role that was envisaged for it and we believe that ComReg should 
consider what role, if any, this entity can play in future and take action accordingly. 
 
 
Costs 
 
In the consultation paper ComReg identifies four categories of number portability related 
costs: 
 

 General system provisioning costs: These are once-off costs in modifying network 
and support systems to enable the use of number portability. 

 Per-line enabling/Transaction costs: These are the operating and administrative 
costs of actually porting numbers. 

 Central Database Reference Costs: These are costs incurred by operators which 
require the use of a central reference database for NP.  
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 Ongoing Routing Costs: This category of costs includes the cost of adding a 
routing prefix and the cost of any additional routing between networks that may 
be required when a call is being routed to a ported number. 

 
The consultation paper then goes on to consider each of the four categories in detail. In 
each case it seems that the conclusion drawn and the policy proposed by ComReg is to 
maintain the status quo from the 1999 and 2003 decisions. 
 
 
 
Q. 1. Do you agree that the above cost categories are appropriate to the development of 
costing rules for NP? Do you believe that the categories identified above are clear and 
unambiguous? 
 
Q. 2. Are there any other cost categories, which should be considered? Please state the 
reasons for your response. 
 
Q. 3. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of these types of cost? If 
so please provide reasons. If not please provide reasons and suggest alternatives. 
 
 
 
ALTO believes that the cost categories outlined in the consultation paper are appropriate 
to the development of costing rules for number portability and are clear and 
unambiguous. We do not believe there are any other significant cost categories that 
should be considered in this context. 
 
We agree with ComReg’s proposed treatment of each of the cost categories:  
 

1. General system provisioning costs / Central Reference Database Costs - ComReg 
considers that these costs should not form part of the NP charge and that each 
operator should pay their own costs. In the specific case of eircom, ComReg’s 
view is that these costs should be spread across all network elements used in 
providing interconnected calls, including eircom’s “self-interconnected” calls. 
This is consistent with current requirements. ALTO supports this view. Number 
portability is an integral part of operating in a competitive market, and so,  
operators should make their own networks and systems capable of supporting this 
functionality. 

 
2. Per-line enabling/Transaction costs - ComReg proposes that only the incremental 

administrative cost to the donor operator should be recovered against other 
operators in the form of NP charges and charged on a per event basis. ALTO 
supports this position. Our view is that the donor operator is entitled to recover 
costs incurred in moving a customer and that the recipient, as the entity winning 
new business, should cover the donor’s costs and its own 
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3. Ongoing Routing Costs - ComReg is of the view that it would be difficult to 

devise a mechanism to recover these costs as part of an up front charge and that it 
would be simplest to recover these using normal interconnection charging 
principles currently in place. ALTO shares this view and strongly supports the 
principle of greater simplicity in determining interconnect costs. 

 
In summary, ALTO’s position is that the current approach, where only the incremental 
administrative costs for the donor operator are recovered from the recipient, should 
remain in place. 
 
 
Should the allowable costs be based on those of an efficient operator? 
 
 
In the consultation paper, ComReg outlines its view that the operators’ allowable costs 
for NP should be based on those of an efficient operator. According to ComReg this 
approach encourages efficiency, since only efficient operators will recover all their 
allowable costs and will not be penalised by their inefficient competitors. 
 
 
 
Q. 4. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that allowable costs for the purpose of the cost 
orientation obligation for NP should be those based on an efficient operator? Please state 
the reasons for your response. 
 
Q. 5. Do you agree that it may be appropriate for ComReg to use independent cost 
models - i.e. bottom up models in the determination of NP charges? Please state the 
reasons for your response. 
 
Q. 6. Do you believe that a different standard of efficiency should be applied to different 
operators? Please elaborate on your response.  
 
 
 
ALTO supports the principle that allowable costs for determining number portability 
charges should be those based on an efficient operator. If this approach is not taken then 
OAOs, who are most likely to be winning new customers via NP, will suffer from 
inflated transaction charges and a barrier to market entry would be created.  
 
With regard to the implementation of cost orientation for NP charges, we are concerned 
that OAOs could face the imposition of complex costing models by ComReg. Given the 
relatively low volumes involved and the apparent lack of complaints about the charges 
used by OAOs to date, we do not believe that OAOs should be required to provide large 
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volumes of data to ComReg or that complex costing models should be imposed on 
smaller operators. 
 
For eircom and other SMP operators, ALTO believes that bottom-up cost models are the 
most appropriate. These models would ensure that the full range of appreciates costs are 
applied and that inefficiencies in those organisations are not passed on to other operators. 
 
 
Who should pay the Number Portability charges? 
 
 
 
Q. 7. Do you agree with ComReg’s view that the donor operator should be able to levy a 
NP charge which recovers the incremental administrative cost element of its per-line 
enabling/transaction costs from the recipient operator? Please state the reasons for your 
response. 
 
 
 
ALTO shares ComReg’s view that, in principle, the donor operator should be allowed to 
levy a charge which recovers its incremental administrative costs from the recipient 
operator. The donor operator is providing a service to the recipient and should recover its 
costs from that operator - otherwise the donor’s own customers would have to bear an 
additional (and unreasonable) cost burden. 
 
In practise, an incremental administrative cost may not arise where an operator has 
automated its processes for porting numbers. For example, as part of the on-going 
changes being made to LLU systems, eircom has moved to automate GNP processing. As 
is usual with such developments, the cost of an individual port has fallen and we believe 
that eircom’s charges for GNP (and GLUMP) should fall further. Indeed, with a fully 
automated system in place for GNP, we are unclear as to what incremental administrative 
costs eircom can now be incurring. We urge ComReg to examine this issue with a view 
to reducing eircom’s GNP charges to zero. ComReg should also look at how eircom can 
expand its GNP functionality to support automated processing for NGNP. 
 
 
 
What type of charging structure should be implemented? 
 
 
 
Q. 8. What are your views on pricing structures for NP? Please state the reasons for your 
response 
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In the consultation paper ComReg considers two possible charging methods for NP. One 
option is a charge based on a simple/single pricing structure for all types of processes, 
regardless of the level of activity involved or outcome. Another option is to have 
different charges depending on the outcome (i.e. one charge for a correct type of port and 
another charge for failed ported etc.). 
 
ComReg states that it recognises that the two possible approaches have both advantages 
and disadvantages and considers that it would not be appropriate to set precise rules, but 
will look at the practicalities when it obtains more data. ALTO does not understand what 
ComReg means by this statement and is concerned that significant demands for data 
gathering might be made on smaller operators in a situation where there seems to be little 
need for such an exercise.  
 
Given that this consultation seems to re-iterate much of the current body of regulatory 
policy on number portability costing, we are not clear that ComReg is seeking a mandate 
through the consultation process to undertake significant new work on number portability 
charges. We urge ComReg to clarify what steps it intends to take after this consultation 
and we would emphasise that further data requests to OAOs be avoided wherever 
possible. 
 
On pricing structures, our view is that for eircom, as the dominant operator in the fixed-
line market, a more detailed charging structure is appropriate. Eircom’s current charging 
structure is set out in Service Schedules 301 (NGNP) and 303 (GNP) of the RIO Price 
List. Eircom’s existing pricing structures are overly complex and should be simplified. 
 
OAOs should have flexibility to choose their own structure and we would expect that 
most would use a simple charging structure with one or a small number of charges. If 
ComReg is determined to take action on pricing structures for all operators, then the 
issuing of guidance to OAOs (rather than a binding direction) would be the appropriate 
approach.  
 
 
Retail Number Porting Charges 
 
 
 
Q. 9. Do you agree with ComReg’s proposal that that there should be no direct charge to 
retail subscribers for NP? Please state the reasons for your response 
 
 
The current regulatory policy on number portability charging prohibits direct charging of 
consumers for number porting – we support this policy and we see no reason for a 
change. 
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Regulatory Impact Assessment 
 
 
Q. 10. Respondents are requested to provide views on whether the proposed 
specifications are proportionate and justified and offer view on other factors (if any) 
ComReg should consider in completing its Regulatory Impact Assessment. 
 
 
In the consultation document ComReg sets out the objectives of the consultation paper: 
 

 to set out a clear interpretation of cost orientation for number portability  
 

 to clearly identify who pays the number portability charge 
 
 
The consultation goes on to identify the regulatory options and why ComReg has chosen 
its course of action. Given that this paper seems to simply re-iterate the existing 
regulatory policy on number portability and given that ComReg does not set out an 
imperative for issuing this document, we are forced to favour Option 1 – effectively, take 
no further action. 
 
The final element of the Regulatory Impact Assessment is to identify and describe the 
regulatory options & the impact on stakeholders. The text as provided is reasonably clear, 
however, one important element is missing. The RIA fails to state clearly what further 
action ComReg plans to take and fails to consider what impact this could have on 
operators, particularly smaller operators. These issues must be considered by ComReg to 
achieve a full RIA in this case. 
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