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1. Generally, C&W believes LNP is not necessary in the Cayman Islands in order to foster a competitive market.  However, if LNP is determined to be in the public interest, then all fixed and mobile carriers must be subject to LNP obligations, and benefit from LNP rights.  If LNP is in the public interest, then exceptions clearly would not. 

2. In this submission, C&W will address first a number of general comments.  These include the fact that the introduction of LNP would entail a major transformation of networks and processes in the Cayman Islands, and that these should not be underestimated.  In addition, should LNP be mandated, it should be mandated generally, across all geographic areas of the Cayman Islands and for both mobile and fixed operators.

3. Following this, C&W will review the LNP solutions of which it is aware, principally call-forwarding and database-based solutions, as well as different call-routing scenarios employed to implement LNP.  Finally, C&W will answer each of the Authority’s questions, notwithstanding that C&W does not believe or agree that LNP is required in the Cayman Islands. 

Major Transformation

4. In a 2003 memorandum drafted by Neustar personnel, it was noted:

“Implementation of NP within a national telephony infrastructure entails potentially significant changes to numbering administration, network element signaling, call routing and processing, billing, service management, and other functions”.

5. In particular, the telephone number, traditionally a hierarchical physical routing address, must see its two functions separated, and must be transformed into a virtual address for dialing purposes separate from the network routing address.  This involves a fundamental change in the basic use and administration of a telephone number, and will not be a simple matter to implement.

6. This is why section 71 of the Information and Communications Technology Authority Law (the “Law”) establishes some basic procedures and rules to be followed by the Authority in determining whether LNP should be implemented in the Cayman Islands.

71.
(3)
Subject to this Law, the Authority may make rules imposing on any licensee, the responsibility to offer number portability if the Authority is satisfied on reasonable grounds that –

(a) the benefits likely to arise from the requirement to provide a particular form of number portability outweigh the likely cost of implementing it; and

(b) the requirement will not impose an unfair burden on any licensee.

(4) In this section – 

“number portability refers to the ability of customers to change licensee without having to change their telephone numbers. 

General Concerns

7. Given its experience in the mobile market, C&W does not believe LNP is necessary.  The Cayman Islands experienced a strong and rapid growth of competition and of competitors’ market share, a significant reduction of prices, and the rapid introduction of new services, in the mobile market, even in the absence of LNP.  There is no evidence that the same benefits of competition would not also flow to the Cayman Islands as new service providers enter the fixed services market, even without LNP.

8. C&W considers, though, that if LNP were to be mandated in the Cayman Islands, it could only be on the basis of the incremental benefit that it would bring to the market.  It would be inappropriate to incur the costs of LNP on the basis of benefits that would have occurred in any event in the absence of LNP.  

9. However, that benefit, if it exists, must be found to exist in both fixed and mobile markets, and apply to all consumers equally.  It would be grossly unfair to one class of subscribers to tell them LNP would bring them benefits, and then explicitly deny them those benefits.  If the cost/benefit analysis determines that LNP should be implemented, then LNP should be implemented in all fixed and mobile networks.

10. In this regard, C&W is concerned that the Authority may have prejudged the outcome of this proceeding and of that cost/benefit analysis, based on some of the language it used in some of its questions.

11. For example, question 4 in the Consultative Document appears to assume that LNP should be implemented, and merely asks which LNP system should be implemented.  This appears in effect to have pre-judged whether or not LNP passes the test established by section 71 of the Law.

12. In addition, the Authority asks questions 5 through 7 following a “tentative” conclusion that each Licensee should be responsible for its own internal LNP costs, and that common costs should be recovered from all Licensees which use the LNP system.  Without addressing the merits of that “tentative” conclusion, C&W notes that it follows exactly five lines of examination of relevant issues.  In C&W’s view, this is not a sufficient basis to ground any conclusion, tentative or otherwise.

13. C&W urges the Authority to approach the question of whether or not to implement LNP in the Cayman Islands with a more open mind than the drafting of its Consultative Document would suggest.

14. C&W is submitting the following comments and answers to the Authority’s questions without prejudice to its position that LNP is not necessary in the Cayman Islands.  They are provided so that the public debate on the issue can be as full and informed as possible.

Different Solutions

15. As C&W understands it, there are essentially two basic approaches to LNP – a call-forwarding approach and a database query solution.  The latter can be implemented in various ways, depending upon whether a central or distributed databases are established, and depending upon the specific call routing scenario chosen.

Call-Forwarding Solution
16. Under the call-forwarding approach, calls from the Originating Network are routed and completed to the Donor Network, which forwards and terminates the call to the Recipient Network, via the points of interconnection between the networks.
  Please refer to Figure 1 below.

17. From a technical perspective, this solution is relatively simple to implement. 
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18. However, this solution ties up voice channels into and out of the Donor Network for the duration of the call to a ported number.  Transmission and signaling resources are consumed as the call is forwarded between switches.  This problem of consumption of resources, not to mention the added interconnection charging complexities, would become more pronounced over time as more and more numbers are ported over time.  If any of these networks have chosen to interconnect indirectly through a transit services provider, even more of the call processing resources in the domestic network would be tied up because of this solution.

19. Further, onward porting of the same number would also exacerbate the problem.  Unlike the problems described in the previous paragraph, though, this one could be mitigated to some extent by imposing upon the “old” Recipient Network the obligation to advise the Donor Network of the existence of the “new” Recipient Network, and thereby take itself out of the call flow. 

20. In addition, this call-forwarding solution might not necessarily be transparent to value-added service delivery like SMS.

21. Finally, international calls terminating at a mobile telephone that has been ported within the Cayman Islands will not be able to be traced by the Recipient Network’s billing system, as it would have been effectively re-originated by the Donor Network.  Because it would appear to be a locally-originated call in the CDRs, the Recipient Network would be billed at the higher domestic MTR, when the lower Incoming International MTR would have been appropriate. 

22. Due to these considerations, C&W believes that in no circumstances should the call-forwarding solution be introduced to the Cayman Islands. 

Database Solutions
23. The second approach would be based on an operator querying a database to determine whether a call has been ported, and routing the call directly to the relevant Recipient Network, instead of having the call “chase” the telephone number across various networks in the Cayman Islands.  This approach can vary according to whether one central database or several, distributed databases are implemented.

Distributed Database Solution
24. Under the first of these database solutions, all network operators who participate in LNP would manage individual call routing databases.  These various databases must be synchronized on a regular basis, if the process is to be seamless, and database queries would be facilitated by the C7 network.

25. Assuming that direct trunks and signaling links have been put in place between all participating operators, optimal routing of ported calls can be achieved.  

26. Under this approach, each operator would bear its own direct costs of network hardware required to implement the call routing databases and of appropriate software triggers on their own switches.  These costs could be substantial, as network operators would be required to make major capital expenditures to procure routing databases. In addition, major upgrades would be required to the operational support systems (service order processing and billing) of all participating operators in order to support this approach.

Central Database Solution
27. Under the second of these two database solutions, LNP would be facilitated by a central routing database managed by single organization.  An accurate central copy of the national database would be maintained for reference by all operators 

28. Among the challenges associated with this approach is the fact that the funding for setting up and maintaining the central database must be agreed between operators, and processes must be established to ensure payments are made.  In the absence of a strong technical justification, there is clearly little financial incentive for operators to invest in such a facility.  In addition, commercial problems concerning the ownership of the equipment and data would need to be resolved.

29. Another challenge is that, if corruption of data in the central database does occur, re-synchronising the database to the information held by the donor networks would be difficult.

30. Finally, there would be security and integrity implications for a database that is accessible from multiple parties.

Call Routing Scenarios

31. The introduction of LNP into a market would introduce significant changes into how calls are routed between networks, and how calls would be routed is in part affected by the choice of LNP solution adopted (and described above).  C&W is aware of four major different call routing scenarios:  “All Call Query”, “Query on Release”; “Call Dropback”, and “Onward Routing”.  Each of these call routing scenarios lends itself more to one or the other of the two database solutions.  However, they presumably do not preclude the use of the other database solution. 

All Call Query
32. Under the first call routing scenario, the Originating Network would query a central database for all calls originated on its network, in order to determine where to route the call, i.e., the Recipient Network.  The database would return the routing information to the Originating Network, who would proceed to route and complete the call to the Recipient Network.

33. It is C&W’s understanding that this model is, or at least is quite similar to, the model applied in North America under the NPAC SMS system.  The database needs to be queried, or “dipped” as it is more colloquially known, for all calls, because, as soon as ONE number is ported from a central office code, the switch can no longer know how to route ANY call simply on the basis of an analysis of the first six digits (NPA-NXX) of the dialed telephone number.
34. An advantage of this call routing scenario is that the Donor Network is not involved in any way in the routing of calls to telephone numbers ported to the Recipient Network.
35. This call routing scenario also lends itself to the implementation of a central routing database. 
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Query on Release

36. Under this call routing scenario, the Originating Network routes the call to the Donor Network, on the basis of the NPA-NXX of the dialed number.  When the Donor Network receives the call, it determines whether or not the called number has been ported.  If it has, the Donor Network releases the call back to the Originating Network.  This triggers a query by the Originating Network to the central database.  The database returns the routing information, and the Originating network routes and completes the call to the Recipient Network.
37. This call routing scenario eliminates the need to “dip” each and every call.  However, it does consume network resources as each call to a ported number is routed twice, once to the Donor Network and once to the Recipient Network.  It also uses a central database containing the porting information from multiple networks.
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Call Dropback

38. Under this call routing scenario, the Originating Network routes the call to the Donor Network, as in the previous example.  However, once the Donor Network determines that the called number has been ported, it queries an internal database, which contains information about numbers ported out of the Donor Network only.  At that point, the Donor Network releases the call and forwards the routing information to the Originating Network, who proceeds to complete the call to the Recipient Network.

39. The significant difference between this scenario and the previous is the use of distributed databases by the networks.  It should be noted that, in this scenario, the Donor Network would only have information about the first porting of the telephone number out of its network.  The Donor Network would have no way of determining whether that number were ported onwards to a second Recipient Network, barring an obligation on either or both Recipient Networks to keep the Donor Network updated.
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40. This call scenario is much like the Call Dropback scenario, where the Originating Network routes the call to the Donor Network, which queries an internal database to determine where to route the call.  As before, this internal database contains information about numbers ported out of the Donor Network only.  

41. The key difference is that, instead of releasing the call and forwarding the routing information, the Donor Network uses the routing information to route the call onward to the Recipient Network.

42. A disadvantage of this approach is that it requires the set-up of two physical call segments, one between the Originating Network and the Donor Network, and the other between the Donor Network and the Recipient Network.  Both of these segments must be maintained for the duration of the call.  It is, therefore, inefficient with respect to the use of inter-network transmission facilities.  However, it does not require the Originating Network to do anything beyond originating the call and routing it to the Donor Network.
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Questions from ICTA Consultative Document

43. The Authority posed a number of questions in its Consultative Document, and C&W will address each in turn below.  C&W emphasizes that, as stated earlier, it does not believe the evidence shows that LNP is required in the Cayman Islands in order to enable competition and to deliver the benefits of competition to consumers.  C&W has addressed the Authority’s questions in an effort to be responsive, but this should not be construed as agreement with the principle that LNP should or must be introduced.

Question 1.
Although it is likely that the issue of costs and benefits will need to be assessed in more detail once a particular form of LNP is determined, the Authority would appreciate parties’ discussion of some of the more significant costs and benefits of implementing LNP in the Cayman Islands, separately for fixed line networks and mobile networks and whether such benefits would outweigh the costs of implementing LNP in each case.
44. LNP implementation for the Cayman Islands can be expected to be expensive, even given the relatively small size of the networks involved.  This results from the fact that the standard network components needed to support LNP which are available on the market are, in general, sized to support network demands of a much larger (e.g. North American) scale.  Total costs and costs-per-subscriber will, therefore, be quite high.

45. Further, the fact that operators in the Cayman Islands have deployed state-of-the-art switching or signaling equipment does not mean that they can implement LNP at little or no cost, or by simply switching on unused functionality in their switches or signaling networks.  Given the cost of that equipment, particularly in light of the small market to be served, it would have been financially imprudent to purchase functionality that was not required.  Should the Authority determine that the benefits of LNP outweigh the costs, it should be clear to all concerned that incremental costs will have to be incurred and that these costs will be onerous.

46. We have considered here the major cost components for the LNP solution based on a single, centralized database, using the All Call Query call routing scenario.  (As noted earlier, the call forwarding solution would be far too costly in terms of consumption of network resources, and should not be considered.)  These costs fall into two major categories, set-up and operational.

Setup/one-off costs

	ITEM
	Approx cost (US$)

	LNP database hardware/software: possible solutions include Nortel BroadBand STP loaded with ITU Local Number Portability Database (LNDB) software
	Standalone STP: 500k

Redundant STPs: 800k

	PSTN and Mobile switch software upgrades (all participating carriers): to enable LNP queries to be triggered to LNDB every time a local call is originated on the network
	150k per switch

	Support system upgrades (all participating carriers):

· Solution development costs

· development of inter-carrier processes and procedures

· development of new methods and procedures for switch translation work, service assurance, trunking and routing, traffic administration, maintenance;

· reconciliation of interconnect charges

· OSS development and implementation 

· customer billing systems;

· customer information system;

· internal service provisioning/service order system;

· maintenance system;

· network management system;

· number management;

· initial datafill and testing of system;

· debugging after full implementation.


	The size of this cost element is unknown, but is likely to be very large for C&W.  Costs will vary depending on the degree to which changes are needed in the operational processes of the individual operator, and the degree to which service order activity between operators (e.g. porting of customer numbers from C&W to Digicel and vice versa) will be mechanized.  Likely to translate to $1million or more for an operator of C&W Cayman’s size.


Operational Costs

	ITEM
	Approx cost (US$)

	Additional software licence fees from equipment vendors for LNDB and switch triggers
	Usually calculated on a per-line basis: at least US$100 per line per switch

	Administration costs of central database
	Typically would be calculated as a percentage of capital costs of LNDB hardware/software + operational costs (staffing, security, integration, maintenance). Expect this to be around 7-10% of capital cost per annum

	Porting operations on the local PLMN and PSTN switches
	Cost of a similar order of magnitude to provisioning a new customer 

	Operational cost of additional signaling facilities between network operators and LNDB (both within Grand Cayman and between Grand Cayman and the Sister Islands)
	Cost of two 64k DPLCs per carrier between their switch location and the centralized database

	Maintenance of procedures to prevent carriers from slamming customers of competitors
	


47. The significant costs to LNP implementation will accrue from the network element and support system upgrades mentioned above.  Some of the benefits might be: 

· switching costs saved by those who would have switched provider even without LNP being in place 

· incremental efficiency improvements and any associated price reductions which result from increased competitive pressure in the market that would not have been achieved in the absence of LNP

· other resource savings that arise from fewer number changes – important in large markets with numbering systems close to exhaustion, and number conservation/pooling measures become necessary

48. A lot of (independent) study would have to be done to determine whether these benefits would outweigh the costs above in the Cayman context.  It could be argued that, in rebuttal to at least two of the benefits outlined above:

· The lack of LNP in Cayman (and indeed in any of the relatively small markets of the Caribbean) cannot be seen to date to have been a hindrance to the competitive carriers making significant inroads into the cellular markets.

· The Cayman numbering system is not likely to become exhausted in the foreseeable future.

49. Further, while LNP might reduce an end-user’s cost of switching service providers, those savings would generally be non-ICT-related costs.  However, LNP will increase a service provider’s costs of acquiring a customer, both directly through the costs of porting a number and transmitting calls in the new environment, and indirectly through increased churn.  These increased costs would be ICT-related costs, and would affect all service providers.

50. C&W also notes that the purpose of LNP is to minimize the inconvenience of telephone number changes to customers, a solution which comes at great cost to all carriers.  There are other solutions to this inconvenience which are less costly.  For example, one carrier in the Cayman Islands has requested central office codes that differ from C&W’s by only one digit, specifically to allow customers to change service provider and retain the six other digits of their telephone number.  Another example would be provision of a “Changed Number Intercept” service, which would notify the calling party that the called party has changed service provider.  Given that the incremental benefits of LNP are likely to be small (once the benefits brought by the introduction of competition, without LNP, are abstracted), the Authority should seriously consider these less costly, and therefore more proportionate, solutions.

51. C&W is also concerned that the introduction of number portability might have non-monetary costs, by impairing the operation or development of value-added services, for example SMS, MMS, and Mobile Mail services.  Not all networks may support the same services.  Today, customers can know which networks support which services by looking at the telephone number.  With the introduction of number portability, the customer would no longer know whether the number to which he/she wishes to send a message resides on the Donor Network that supports the value-added service or on a Recipient Network that does not.  

52. Unfortunately, because these systems are provided by platforms that often operate on a simple “relay” basis, the platforms would typically not send a notice back to the sender in the event the message is undeliverable (because the telephone number has been ported to a Recipient Network that does not support the value-added service).  This uncertainty regarding whether or not a communication succeeded would significantly impair the value of these value-added services to customers.  It would also discourage the development of new value-added services, such as fixed-line SMS services.  Clearly, further analysis of the impact of LNP on these services is required.

53. Finally, as C&W as noted earlier, the Authority must be very cautious in how it includes in the cost/benefit analysis the question of better prices/services, as competition in the absence of LNP would have brought those in any event.  The Authority must estimate the incremental benefits of LNP, not the total benefits of competition, in order to satisfy the requirements of section 71 of the Law.
Question 2.
Is the existing North American NPAC SMS LNP system feasible for use in the Cayman Islands?

54. The NPAC originally was established to support enhanced routing capabilities required to facilitate Local Number Portability (LNP), which was mandated by the FCC to enhance local telephone service competition in the US.  Later, after the FCC mandated number pooling to extend the life of North America's 10-digit telephone number address schema, the NPAC and number portability made possible the implementation of national number pooling.
  Because the LNP network design allows routing decisions to be made at the individual telephone number level instead of limiting them to the granularity of a 10,000-number central office code, other uses of the NPAC and number portability capabilities are possible as well.
55. In the North American LNP paradigm, access to the NPAC is critical for carriers to have access to both the Service Order Activation (SOA) process as well as the central LNDB database to facilitate the processing of calls to ported numbers.  Hence, assuming it were possible for operators in Cayman to make use of the NPAC system, the carriers would have to:

· Establish signalling links to the NPAC LNDB – note that the NPAC system is an ANSI system, and the operators in Cayman currently use an ETSI signalling system. This would add cost to the solution, as the carriers in Cayman would have to procure network equipment to translate between their ETSI signalling system and the ANSI signalling expected by NPAC

· Establish interfaces between their billing and support systems to the NPAC SOA system, to effect porting service orders between carriers. For most of the large carriers in North America, this process is mechanised. NPAC does provide what is referred to as a Low Technology Interface (LTI) to its SOA system, that can be used by operators with a relatively small amount of porting operations between them, that can be carried out manually.

56. Currently, the NPAC only supports carriers in the U.S. and Canada, divided into seven geographical support regions.  It is not known if the NPAC would be willing to extend these services to the Caribbean, or at what cost. 

Question 3.
What LNP systems, other than those identified above, should be considered?

57. There are a number of other systems on the market today.  C&W would need more time, and direct interaction with the potential vendors, to vet these systems.  However, as a general matter, the only other LNP systems that C&W would advocate, if LNP were to be required in the Cayman Islands, would be those using local LNDB databases, as discussed above.

Question 4.
If the North American NPAC SMS LNP system is not feasible for use in the Cayman Islands, what LNP system should be implemented?

58. This question presupposes that LNP should be introduced into the Cayman Islands.  As we have noted above, we encourage the Authority to approach the question with more open mind than the drafting of this question would suggest.  

59. In any event, it is not obvious that there is a need for LNP at all in the Cayman context.  A comprehensive cost/benefit analysis, taking into account only those benefits that competition without LNP would not have brought, would need to be undertaken before this could be determined.

60. Again, however, if LNP were to be introduced in the Cayman Islands, more study would be necessary to choose which LNP system would be most appropriate.

Question 5.
Should each Licensee be responsible for its internal LNP costs?

61. C&W believes that, in general, as the porting customer is receiving the benefit from porting their number, the porting customer should bear the cost of that porting.  However, we also understand that the per-unit costs of the implementation of number portability will not be stable over time and may decline if and when more customers port.  It would be difficult to attribute all costs solely to customers who were porting at any given time.  Furthermore if a net benefit is generated through the introduction of LNP, a part of this benefit will accrue to all subscribers. Therefore, the burden of recovering costs must be shared to some extent between those who are porting and the broader subscriber base.  This principle is found in the cost-recovery mechanisms put in place in Hong Kong and many European countries at the time of LNP implementation.  

62. Assuming a centralized database solution were to be implemented, C&W would propose that, if LNP were introduced in the Cayman Islands, a three-part cost recovery would be appropriate:  

· Common system setup and recurring costs would be shared by all subscribers of all carriers.  In particular, after vetting the common costs associated with LNP implementation, the Authority would instruct each operator how much should be billed to each customer to cover the amortized set-up and maintenance costs of the database.  This fee would be the same for each subscriber irrespective of which network he/she subscribes to.  In the interest of transparency, this charge should be itemized on each customer’s monthly bill.  The Authority could revise the charge on an annual basis, given changes in expectations of total subscriber base or costs.  

· Internal system set-up and one-off porting-specific costs would be charged to the porting customer directly, or indirectly to the Recipient Network, by the Donor Network.  As with common set-up costs, internal system set-up costs should be amortized over the expected lifetime of the system and the volume of number porting transactions.  The Authority would vet the calculations of these charges on an annual basis to ensure that they are reasonable.  

· Internal recurring maintenance costs would be recovered by the Donor Network as it sees fit, just as it would for any recurring overhead cost. 

Question 6.
What LNP costs should be treated as common?
63. Again, assuming a centralized database solution is implemented in the Cayman Islands, common LNP costs would include the set-up and administration/maintenance of LNP database hardware and software as well as any database licence fees and the cost of signaling facilities between the operator and the database.  Internal costs would include one-off PSTN and mobile switch upgrades and support  system upgrades; one-off and recurring costs of adding signaling facilities between network operators and the LN database; one-off costs specific to porting a customer as well as recurring systems’ maintenance costs.

Question 7.
How should the common costs of a) an LNP database solution and b) the LNP system identified in response to question 4, be recovered from Licensees?
64. Please see our response to Question 6.

Question 8.
 Should LNP be available throughout the Cayman Islands and, if not, what locations should mandated LNP be required first?
65. C&W views this question as based on a misunderstanding of domestic network architecture in the Cayman Islands.  The Cayman Islands are not like large North American countries, with local networks containing multiple exchange areas.  With the exception of one C&W switch that is soon to be decommissioned, switches here serve the entire country.  It is likely simpler and less costly to implement LNP across the entire country, than to try to artificially segregate the country.  
Question 9.
What should be the pace for LNP rollout and should rollout be conditional on a trigger (e.g., request for interconnection or LNP)?
66. C&W views this question as misguided.  First, as noted above, if LNP were to be mandated, it should be mandated across the entire country and for all networks — fixed and mobile.

67. Further, requests for interconnection are not an appropriate trigger, as this would imply separate implementations for different networks.  However, as discussed in response to interrogatory 11 below, LNP cannot and should not be implemented separately for different networks.  Aside from the fundamental unfairness this would create in the marketplace, all networks will be affected by LNP once the first number is ported.  It is not possible to avoid the effects.  Second, the use of interconnection requests as a trigger could lead to a situation where one carrier must interconnect on the same basis with two other carriers, yet port numbers across to one carrier but not to the other.  This would be impossible to manage from a systems, back office, and customer communication point of view. 

68. The use of LNP requests would also be inappropriate as triggers for the implementation of LNP, for the same reasons as above.

69. C&W views that there is only one appropriate trigger for the implementation of LNP:  an Authority determination that the costs of LNP do not outweigh the benefits of LNP, in which case, the implementation would apply across the entire country and across all service providers.

Question 10.
What role should Licensees play in the selection, implementation and maintenance of an LNP system?  Should an industry consortium or association be created to select the appropriate LNP system, the provider of the LNP service, rates for the use of the LNP service and negotiate with the LNP system vendor(s)?
70. The Authority should be careful not to confuse the decision to implement LNP with the decision on how to implement LNP.  C&W agrees, however, that Licensees should have a critical and deciding role in the latter decision, assuming the first question is determined in favour of implementation of LNP.

71. In C&W’s view, given that carriers have a better understanding of their networks and operations than any other person, they are more likely to select the most appropriate system for the Cayman Islands than any other person or entity here would.  Otherwise, there is a risk that the scarce resources of ICT Licensees in the Cayman Islands might be misdirected into wasteful projects that will not materially enhance competition in the Cayman Islands.  

72. However, certain principles should apply and can be established by the Authority to guide Licensees.  For example, the LNP provider must not be a Licensee or affiliated with a Licensee in any way.  This is the practice applied in the United States
 and Canada
  for a very good reason.  It is fundamentally unfair and potentially harmful to competition for one service provider to control the database that permits the routing of calls originated by its competitors.  This is true whether or not that service provider is an incumbent or new entrant, small or large.

Question 11.
Should LNP be optional for Licensees, other than Cable & Wireless (CI)?

73. C&W does not believe that, once introduced, LNP can be “optional” for any Licensee.  First, once a number is ported from a Central Office Code assigned to a Donor Network, all other networks will no longer be able to route calls simply by analyzing the first six digits of a telephone number.  This means all Licensees must bear the additional costs associated with LNP, even if only one number is ported from only one Central Office Code.

74. Second, the Authority’s question implies a fundamentally unfair arrangement, whereby C&W and other Licensees would not be competing on an equal basis:  other Licensees would be able to compete for C&W’s customers on the basis of number portability, while C&W could be denied that same ability.  This would introduce a fundamental unfairness and distortion into the market, designed solely to prevent C&W from competing in the marketplace.  

75. The right by Licensees other than C&W to opt out would also result in C&W paying a disproportionate share of the costs of the implementation of LNP, as other Licensees would simply chose to opt out until such time as C&W had incurred the substantial costs imposed upon it by Authority fiat, and then opt in to take advantage of the (few) benefits.

76. Third, the Authority’s question betrays an oversimplification of the issue.  “LNP” consists both of the ability to port numbers away from a competitor’s network and the ability to have numbers ported away from one’s own network, and both of these automatically flow from the introduction of LNP.  Any service provider has the option not to port a customer’s number, when they provide service to that customer, i.e., the option not to exercise the features provided by LNP.  However, no service provider should have the option not to have numbers ported away from its network, if LNP were to be introduced into the market.  As noted above, this would lead to unfair conditions in the market, and make it more difficult for one group of service providers to compete for the customers of the other group of service providers.

77. Further, it would be unfair to customers.  If the Authority were to determine that LNP was in the public interest (which C&W does not believe, as the costs outweigh the limited incremental benefits), then clearly ALL customers should receive the benefits.  It would not be appropriate to allow a service provider to determine that some customers should not obtain what the Authority would have determined is in the public interest.

Question 12.
Is the U.S. form of mobile number portability technically and economically acceptable for adoption by mobile Licensees and, if not, are there other forms of mobile number portability that should be considered?  Alternatively, should mobile number portability be implemented at all, or at a later date in the Cayman Islands?  If the latter, when would it be appropriate to introduce mobile number portability?
78. If the Authority should determine that LNP should be implemented, which C&W does not agree with, then mobile portability is crucial.  Unlike in North America, where the primary means of telecommunication was the fixed line telephone service, in the Caribbean and in the Cayman Islands in particular, mobile telephone service is the primary means of telecommunication.  While limiting LNP to fixed line services might serve the narrow self-interest of some mobile and fixed line service providers, it would not achieve what could be the only basis upon which the Authority could have determined that LNP is desirable, i.e., the promotion of competition in ICT services to the benefit of all consumers.
Question 13.
What issues, if any, should the Authority address in advance of industry meetings to discuss the implementation of LNP?
79. This question presupposes that LNP should be introduced into the Cayman Islands.  As we have noted above, we encourage the Authority to approach the question with a more open mind than the drafting of this question would suggest.  

80. Before any industry meetings are held to discuss the implementation of LNP, the Authority must have determined, without limitation:

· that the benefits and disadvantages of LNP have been clearly identified, and the balance of benefits over disadvantages ascertained to outweigh the forecast cost to implement it;
· that LNP is to be mandated pursuant to section 71 of the Law;

· the specific LNP solution and call routing scenario that is best suited for the Cayman Islands;

· the manner in which the LNP solution provider is to be selected;

· the manner in which regulatory and industry oversight of the LNP solution provider is to be achieved; and 

· the mechanisms through which operators and the LNP service providers are to compensate each other for the functions they perform.

81. The wording of the proceeding indicates a strong bias toward seeking input from licensees, at exclusion of consumer input and concerns. LNP will have several major implications for customers and end users. We strongly suggest therefore that before taking a decision to implement LNP, the ICTA should first take steps to fully inform the general public about the issue, clearly set out the pros and cons, and poll telecommunication users to determine whether the majority want LNP to be introduced.  It would be premature and potentially damaging for the ICTA to decide that LNP is to be mandated, prior to clear analysis and publication of the benefits and disadvantages that it will bring to customers and end users, and prior to receiving a clear mandate for its introduction from telecommunication users and businesses outside the sphere of current or prospective telecommunication operators.
82. C&W notes that most of these issues will likely require further consultation with interested parties, after this consultation, before the Authority will be in a position to render a valid final determination on the above matters.

Question 14.
What matters, if any, should the Authority address in advance of the introduction of LNP to protect Licensees and consumers from unreasonable practices?
83. This question presupposes that LNP should be introduced into the Cayman Islands.  As we have noted above, we encourage the Authority to approach the question with more open mind than the drafting of this question would suggest.  

84. With the arrival of new entrants into the marketplace in other jurisdictions, the problem of “slamming” has become all too common a problem.  It would be inappropriate for the Authority to allow such practices to take a foothold here in the Cayman Islands, especially as the emergence of such practices will cast a cloud on all service providers, including those who do not engage in such practices, on the Authority and on the liberalisation process in general.  This is not in anyone’s interest.

85. C&W recommends, therefore, that the Authority establish clear and strict procedures to require a Recipient Network to demonstrate to the Donor Network without a doubt that a customer intended to port his or her telephone number.

86. In addition, all service providers must establish separate divisions to handle porting requests.  Such a request is competitively sensitive, and release and inappropriate use of which would be highly prejudicial, regardless of the size or vintage of the service provider.  This obligation must fall equally on all service providers.

87. Finally, the Authority must define all inter-carrier business processes and procedures for porting numbers before LNP is introduced, in the event LNP is mandated.  These processes would be critical to the successful implementation of LNP, and should not be developed “on the fly” as LNP is being introduced.  This latter approach would generate significant confusion and frustration among end-users, impose additional operational cost on the service providers and would be harmful to the public interest.

� 	RFC 3482, “Number portability in the GSTN: an Overview”, M. Foster, T. McGarry and J. Yu, February 2003


� 	The Originating Network serves the customer placing the call, the Recipient Network serves the person being called and who ported his/her number to that network, and the Donor Network is the network to whom the telephone number in question had originally been assigned by the numbering administrator.


� 	Number pooling is likely to be irrelevant to the Cayman Islands for some time, as the country is not likely to run out of telephone numbers anytime soon.  However, if Cayman were to use the NPAC system, the costs of the NPAC would likely include such costs related to unnecessary features.


� 	See, for example, In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, C.C. Docket No. 95-116, First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Rcd 8352 (June 27, 1996), at paragraphs 57 and 92.


� 	See, for example, Consideration Number 7 in Telecom Public Notice CRTC 95-48, Implementation of Regulatory Framework – Local Number Portability and Related Issues, 10 November 1995.


� 	C&W is aware of at least one new entrant in the Cayman Islands that wishes to provide LNP services to the industry in the Cayman Islands.  This would be completely unacceptable to C&W.
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