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Executive Summary

The Telecommunications Authority (“TA”)'s conclesis as a
result of the consultation on the implementatiorfix#d mobile number
portability (“FMNP”) in Hong Kong are summarizedibw’:

S2. The TA decides that FMNP should be implemened a

voluntary basis. The voluntary FMNP scheme willt mmpose any
unnecessary burden on the operators who do not twistmplement or
support FMNP, but will allow interested operatore tflexibility to

provide cross-platform number portability servicaséd on their own
business decisions.

S3. Fixed Network Operators (FNOs), Mobile Netwd@kerators
(MNOs), Service-Based Operator (“SBO”) Class 1 rsses, Mobile
Virtual Network Operators (“MVNOs”), and Unified @er licensees
may participate in the voluntary FMNP scheme. Ojesawho wish to
implement FMNP may collaborate with one another aedotiate the
terms and conditions for collaboration on a comna¢fEasis.

S4. To protect consumer interest and to ensure diaerly

implementation of FMNP, interested operators shauildmit to the TA
proposals that will address adequately and effilsiethe pertinent
concerns raised by the industry and the publicnduthe consultation
exercise. The proposal shall observe the guidmgciples set out in
Annex 1 to this Statement. If necessary, the TA wanvene working
groups to iron out the details before allowing iasted parties to proceed
with the actual implementation of FMNP.



BACKGROUND

Number portability allows consumers to retain thelephone
numbers when they change their service providerfhis ensures
freedom of choice and fair competition in the markeHong Kong
introduced fixed number portability (also known agerator number
portability (“ONP”)) in 1995 and mobile number palility (MNP) in
1999. However, number portability between fixed ambile networks,
which is known as fixed mobile number portabilitizlMNP”), is not yet
available.

2. In December 2005, the Office of Telecommuniceiduthority

(“OFTA”") commissioned an independent consultantu@viLimited, to

conduct a study on fixed-mobile convergence (“FMAQf) its report,

Ovum indicated that while there was no evidencsuggest that lack of
FMNP was a significant barrier to development ofGMhe introduction
of FMNP would give customers a greater choice tot ploeir fixed

numbers to any mobile network operators (“MNOs”) their mobile

numbers to any fixed network operators (“FNOs”)a®ing from the

successful experience of ONP and MNP in Hong Kddhgym advised
that FMNP should promote competition in the telesamications

market and provide a level playing field for all sl and MNOs offering
services to customers.

3. However, there were contrary views that once PMiNas

iImplemented, the clear demarcation between fixedlbmrs and mobile
numbers would be lost because once a fixed numiasr ported to a
mobile network, the fixed number would then becamaobile number,
and vice versa. As such, there was no way forctdiked party to tell

from the number of the calling party whether th# oaginated from a
mobile or a fixed network. Similarly, there was way for the calling

party to tell from the number of the called parthether the call was
directed to a mobile or a fixed network. Ovum recmnded that the TA
should carry out market research to ascertain thekeh demand for
FMNP before deciding whether to introduce FMNP.

4. In his Statement entitled “Deregulation for Eixand Mobile
Convergence” (the “FMC Statement”) issued in A@007, the TA



decided that he would conduct a market researawoltect information
on the market demand for FMNP before deciding wéreth introduce
FMNP. OFTA has accordingly appointed the Socialk®oes Research
Centre of the University of Hong Kong to conduatnarket survey (the
“Survey”) in order to understand the market demé&mdFMNP. The
Survey was conducted in February 2b@®d the result indicated that the
overall demand for FMNP should not be high. Iniaold, OFTA
conducted an in-house research on the overseasienges in FMNP.
It was found that only a few countries have implated FMNP and the
demands in those countries are not significant.

5. Taking into account the result of the Surveyevant overseas
experiences and government’s pro-consumer and@npetition policy,
the TA was of the preliminary view that there wouldd no sufficient
justification to mandate the FMNP implementation this stage.
However, he believed that it would be in the pubfiterest to allow
individual operators to make their own businesssi@es to implement
FMNP on a voluntary basis. In October 2008, the iB&ued a
consultation paper entitled “Fixed Mobile Numberr@bility” (“the
Consultation Paper®)to solicit views and comments from the industry
and interested parties on his proposal of voluntafMNP
iImplementation.

SUBMISSIONS

6. The consultation ended on 19 January 2009 andvriiBen
submissions from the following parties (listed Iphabetical order) were
received:

(1) A member of the public

(2) China Mobile Hong Kong Company Limited (“CMHK”)
(3) CITIC 1616 Holdings Limited (“CITIC")

(4) CSL Limited (“CSL")

1 The Survey report can be downloaded from OFTAs siteb at
http://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/report-paper-quide/re 2008103 1. pdf

2 The document can be downloaded at
http://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/report-paper-guide/papensultation/cp20081031.pdf

®  The identity is not disclosed at the requeshefrespondent.
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(5) David Li, a member of the public

(6) Hong Kong Broadband Network Limited (“HKBN")

(7) Media Syndication Limited (“Media Syndication”)

(8) Mobile Clusters Limited (“Mobile Cluster”)

(9) New World Telecommunications Limited (“NWT")

(10) PCCW Limited (“PCCW")

(11) Saiwai Chan, a member of the public

(12) Smartone Mobile Communications Limited (“Smartone”)
(13) Wharf T&T Limited (“Wharf”).

These submissions (the “Submissions”) in this $tatd are published
on the OFTA’s websife

7. The views of the operators can broadly be catagm into two

camps. On the one hand, two MNOs and one mobitaalinetwork

operator (“MVNQ”) appealed for mandatory FMNP implentation. On

the other hand, operators providing fixed telephseerices objected to
the implementation of FMNP irrespective of whetitewas carried out
on a mandatory or voluntary basis. The latter iclmmed that the local
demand for FMNP would be Ilow and the proposed walyn

implementation would bring about industry chaoshljguconfusion and

operational problems. There were also three sidoms from members
of the public. Two of them supported the FMNP iempéntation, while
the other expressed the concern that the FMNP mmeiéation would

accelerate the decline of businesses of the FNOsemult in staff layoff

in the telecommunications industry.

8. This Statement sets out the TA’'s views and nesg® to the
Submissions and his decisions on the subject matter

LEGAL BASIS

9. All operators providing fixed line or mobile pi® service have

duties under each of their licences to conform toumbering plan
approved by the TA. Pursuant to the respectiventes, it is a

4 http://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/report-paper-guide/papensultation/20090122/table  20090122.html
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condition that the licensee shall where requestethé TA prepare and
furnish to the TA proposals for developing the nenng plan. The
licensees include FNOs, MNOs, SBO Class 1 licenseB4NO, and
Unified Carrier licensees.

10. As will be discussed and explained in the feifmg paragraphs,
to facilitate the operation of a voluntary FMNP agte, a proposal from
licensees would be required before the TA wouldsaer changing the
numbering plan to accommodate the implementationa ofoluntary

FMNP scheme.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF FMNP

Policy Objectives

11. In considering whether FMNP should be introdiicee TA is
mindful of the following policy objectives:

* the widest range of quality services should belalbls to the
community at reasonable cost;

e services should be provided in the most econonyicHficient
manner possible; and

* Hong Kong should serve as the pre-eminent commtioisahub
for the region.

The TA considers that the introduction of FMNP nsline with these
policy objectives.

Submissions

12. CSL commented that FMNP is a true precurséM& and the
TA should ensure the existence of a regulatory renment that is
conducive to the development of FMC. While NWT awtharf in
general agreed that the implementation of FMNP donéet the above
policy objectives, they were doubtful whether theoluntary



implementation of FMNP could attain those policyeafives.
TA’s Views and Responses

13. There should be no dispute that the introdoctib FMNP will
enhance cross-platform competition and provide taddil choice for
consumers to meet their personal needs and hene¢ tme policy
objectives. To protect consumer interest and ensworeerly
iImplementation of FMNP, the TA will require operetowho are
interested in implementing FMNP on a voluntary bdsi come forward
with solutions that would adequately and efficigrabddress the various
concerns as expressed by the industry and thecpuldh necessary, the
TA would convene working groups to iron out theailstbefore allowing
interested parties to proceed with the actual impletation of FMNP.

Considerations on Potential Detriments

14. In addition to the above government policy otwes, the TA
also considers the potential detriments that maybtoeight about by
FMNP, such as the loss of demarcation between iteel fand mobile
services, financial burden imposed on operators afgonot willing to
implement FMNP and impact on these operators becafuthe increased
cross-platform competition. The TA asked the fwilog question on
these issues in the Consultation Paper:

Question (1): Do you have any further views andoemts on the issues
discussed [...]?

Demarcation of Fixed and Mobile Services

Submissions

15. CITIC, CMHK, CSL and Media Syndication sharé {TA's
view that as technology continued to evolve towdfWC, there would
no longer be any clear demarcation between fixed amobile
applications. They considered that the demarcatfdixed and mobile
services should not be the obstacle for introdudiMNP. CSL and
CMHK considered that the demarcation issue shooldbe the major



concern of the consumers. This was because, dbtineey respondents
who indicated that they would not port their fidete numbers to mobile
network, only 10% of them considered that the deatson issue was the
key reason for not using FMNP. CSL further cited thse of leading
digits of ‘5’ and ‘8’ as evidence that the loss a¥marcation already
happened. CSL also commented that the demarcetsue was not
important from the costing perspective as the sereosts of fixed and
mobile services were relatively low in Hong Kong.

16. NWT, Wharf and PCCW considered that introduckgNP
would harm the consumers’ interest since they cont longer
distinguish the fixed and mobile services from thading digits of a
telephone number. PCCW further commented thah@)aforementioned
figure of 10% represents a significant portion eBpondents in the
Survey, (ii) the TA has no strong proof of the atence of FMC in
Hong Kong that would further blur the boundary loé fixed and mobile
services, (iii) as the personal number has beewndated since 1995,
consumers are already well familiar with how thepgefixed telephone
numbers are used and hence have no concern asetbertihe called
parties would pick up the call on their fixed line mobile phones, and
(iv) unlike call-forwarding, FMNP would deprive thealler’s right to
choose calling someone’s fixed line or mobile phoné&martone
contended that the loss of the demarcation of fixed mobile services
would create regulatory uncertainty to the existimtgrconnection charge
regime as the payment of the charge depends oncdpability to
differentiate fixed and mobile numbers.

17. Mobile Cluster considered that removal of tleendrcation of
fixed and mobile services would affect crime inigegion. It submitted
that the USA experience is not applicable to Horandk because the
Federal Communications Commission of the USA hadded the
country into 633 control areas and the populatiegistered in each
control area (with the same area code) is less dnanmillion. Mobile
Cluster considered that this arrangement helpsptiliee to trace the
caller within a much smaller area. Smartone asddiftat more study
and due consideration on the impact on existinghreg are required as
once FMNP is implemented, the demarcation betweesd fline and
mobile numbers will be lost forever. Smartone atated that the use



of voice over Internet Protocol (“VolP”), personalumber and call
forwarding feature might not well represent the lmuperception on the
demarcation issue as the use of these servicew.s |

TA's Views and Responses

18. The TA notes that there are diverse views onetidr
demarcation of fixed and mobile services is impurted consumers.
Submissions opposing FMNP considered that the 108#teaespondents
who did not opt for FMNP due to the demarcatiomésss a significant
portion, while those supporting FMNP consideretbitbbe insignificant.
The TA considers that it is not meaningful to debahether 10% was a
significant figure or not. As indicated in sectidrl.11 of the Survey
report, the demarcation issue is not the foremosgh® only reason for
respondents not opting for FMNP. Of those Surwespondents who
indicated that they would not port their fixed nuardto mobile networks,
26.5% of them gave the reason that a fixed line wslaared by all
household members while a mobile phone tended fmebsonal, and this
point took preponderance over all other considenati

19. Some parties pointed out that the public wasady well

familiar with the use of ‘8’ prefixed telephone nbemns, which has been
in place since 1995, and hence when they madelacca personal
number, they did not have any concern of whether ¢hlled party

answered with a fixed line phone or mobile phon€éhey then went on
to argue that this could not however be used asiséfigation for

removing the existing distinction between fixed anwbile phone

numbers, presumably because the public might theh cgnfused.

However, the TA holds a different view. Based be txperience of
personal numbers, a more logical conclusion is ttratpublic should be
able to get familiar with the change brought aldmuthe FMNP quickly

after a short transitional period.

20. Some respondents also argued that there westrorg proof
about the occurrence of FMC in Hong Kong and hetheze was no
urgency in introducing FMNP. According to the OvgnReport, the
development of FMC comprises four main stages, hapree bundling,
service convergence, device convergence and netwarnkergence. In



July 2006, at the time when Ovum’s Report was ghield, Hong Kong
was considered to be at the second stage. In 2008, with the
increasing penetration of the Internet ProtocolsBwice, the emergence
of smart phones and customer premises devices,tl@dncreasing
popularity of affordable high-speed fixed and melinroadband services,
Hong Kong has advanced to the third stage of th&€FM a separate
submission dated 8 May 2009 in response to ancthresultation paper
published by the TA, PCCW commented that with therrent
development of IP technologies, the restrictioWofP services for users
of mobile networks is both unnecessary and uneeféirie. PCCW
requested that mobility restriction on VolP servicarrently being
iImposed under the fixed carrier licence (“FCL”)BNOs should be lifted.
In essence, PCCW argued in that submission forréin@oval of the
mobility restriction in a FCL on the basis that thistinction between
“mobile” and “fixed” customers is increasingly arlairy in a convergence
environment. The TA considers that these are cledrcations of
technologies and services moving towards FMC, hatthe demarcation
will be further blurred when the technologies amdviees continue to
evolve.

21. As for the impact of FMNP on the capability tife law
enforcement agencies (“LEAS”) to fight crime, th& T confident that
through the cooperation of the industry, LEAs wiintinue to be able to
obtain the necessary information from operators feffective
investigation of crime.

Financial Burden Imposed on Operators

Submissions

22. CSL questioned the TA's comment on the impiocatof

investment costs arising from the merging of the POEnd MNP
databases for the implementation of FMNP as thees wo cost
information available. CSL considered that the Should mandate the
FMNP implementation if the benefits brought by FMN&weighed the

® The consultation paper entitled “Review of the IRublon-Exclusive Telecommunications Service
and Service-Based Operators Licensing Regimes™@B® Consultation Paper”) can be downloaded
at http://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/report-paper-guide/papensultation/20090311. pdf
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required costs. CMHK advised that most operatecglipment should
have been fully depreciated by this stage and ulevbe an appropriate
time for those operators to build a new systemsactioe entire market.

23. HKBN and PCCW opined that under the currentneouoc

downturn, it would not be appropriate to introdue®NP. PCCW

added that it would be costly if it was asked taili@te the

implementation of FMNP. According to PCCW'’s owrctdation, each
cross-platform number porting would cost the conypam average close
to HK$600 and would be uneconomic as the predioétakn would be
low.

24. CITIC and Wharf argued that unnecessary bustienild not be
iImposed on operators who would not support FMNP .haiV advised
that the financial burden on the non-FMNP operathisuld not be
overlooked as non-FMNP operators would still needdvote substantial
resources to support the voluntary implementatiorFNP. CITIC
and HKBN stated that the costs involved in suppgrEMNP should not
be underestimated. CITIC suggested the TA shouwdsider a
mechanism allowing the non-FMNP operators to ch&tgélP operators
as compensation for the development costs incufoedthe FMNP
iImplementation.

TA’s Views and Responses

25. To allow for the orderly implementation of alwatary FMNP
scheme, a set of Guiding Principles is given in é&nfh to this Statement.
Principle Il stipulates that a FMNP operator shughr all the costs that
accompany the voluntary implementation of the FMNRny assistance
or cooperation that is required from another operatould be arranged
purely on a commercial basis. In other words, ithplementation of
FMNP should not require non-FMNP operators to utadter significant
technical changes or incur additional cost unlessmmercial
arrangements among the involved operators are @dach

26. As the TA will not mandate the implementatidnF&INP and

because of the criterion laid down in PrincipleHMNP operators may
formulate their implementation schedule based eir twn commercial

10



considerations. As such, the view that it would bet appropriate to
introduce FMNP under the current economic climaenot a valid
concern. Regarding the view that non-FMNP opesatshould be
allowed to charge FMNP operators, Principle |l athg governs that any
assistance or cooperation that is required from-FiiNP operators
would be arranged on a commercial basis.

Cross-Platform Competition

Submissions

27. CITIC, CMHK and CSL shared the TA's view thamMiNP
would promote cross-platform competition. CITIGJaBSL agreed that
the duty of a regulator is to protect competitibat not the competitors.
CSL added that (i) the implementation of FMNP gsesie way to undo
the myriad of historical asymmetrical advantageyad by the FNOs
and is one step closer to the provision of a régolaenvironment that
provides a level playing field, (ii) FNOs will netipport FMNP if the TA
does not mandate the implementation, and (iiijttemendous success of
ONP and MNP demonstrates that FMNP should pronmtgetition and
benefit consumers. The facilitation of FMNP is line with the
government’s pro-competition and pro-consumer pEsi@nd the policy
objectives set out in paragraph 11 of this Stateme@MHK opined that
worries about cross-platform competition conflictsvith  the
pro-competition and pro-consumer policies of theegoment.

28. NWT, Wharf and PCCW considered that the propose
voluntary implementation of FMNP would favour MN@sd would lead
to market distortion and consumer confusion. PCEMted that the
current market environment is a level playing goehunFMNP is not
required in Hong Kong in view of the existing comfpee advantage of
MNOs over FNOs as well as the high degree of firebile substitution

in Hong Kong and around the world. A member of fheblic also
opined that the introduction of FMNP would accelerthe fixed-mobile
substitution, affect adversely the business of FId@d ultimately result
in staff layoff.

11



TA's Views and Responses

29. The TA shares the views that the proposed vatyn
implementation of FMNP will create a more level yptey field for the
fixed and mobile services. He firmly believes tted voluntary scheme
will promote cross-platform competition and promotsasumer welfare.
As stated in the Consultation Paper and supporgesbine respondents,
the duty of a regulator is to protect competitibnt not the competitors.
A regulatory decision which aims to protect theerests of particular
operators or a particular class of operators ausflvith the government
policy objectives.

Other Issues

30. In relation to the considerations for FMNP impkntation, the
TA asked the following question:

Question (2): Are there any other issues that sthéal considered for the
implementation of FMNP?

Submissions

31. CITIC, NWT and Wharf submitted that the promgbseluntary
implementation would lead to a number of consumertachnical issues.
NWT commented that those issues might include pubbnfusion,
industry chaos, cost imposed on non-FMNP operaos operational
problems among operators as both FMNP and non-FMN&ators
co-exist in the market. It was also concerned abiwe mutual
exclusiveness of the future unregulated FMIC clmaygnechanism as the
implementation of FMNP would mix the fixed and mebnumbers and
the FMIC deregulation in April 2009 would make iffidult to maintain
a differential charging regime for various intetserk connections.
NWT asserted that the industry needs a stable atmyl environment
instead of an ever changing one.

32. Both CITIC and Wharf pointed out that there @doe technical

problems and operational issues for the implememtaf FMNP. They
considered that issues such as the impact on tisingx number

12



portability environment, operational efficiency anthe statistical

information of existing ONP and MNP activities shbbe tackled.

CITIC was concerned about how FMNP could be intoeduin the most
economically efficient manner and submitted thatact on core network,
messaging, value-added services platform, custarasz, and billing

system should not be ignored. It requested foh&rrtonsultation on the
detailed implementation guidelines.

33. HKBN and PCCW opined that whether to implemEMNP

should be determined by the demand of the genetalico It further
suggested that local customer issues as well asnthestry practice
should also be taken into consideration. PCCWedt#tat it would be
unjustified to request operators to implement FM§lilaply because it
was technically possible and when the public denveasilow.

TA's Views and Responses

34. The TA is well aware that a number of detaigsties have to be
settled before the voluntary FMNP may be implemgénteHowever,

pursuant to Guiding Principle | as set out in Anidgxa FMNP operator
has to achieve FMNP within its own service platfoamd at its own

expense. This principle applies not only to tharicial arrangement, but
also to the technical arrangement. That is, the PMdperator has to
resolve the various issues arising from the implgateon. To ensure
that FMNP may be carried out in an orderly andcedfit manner, the
FMNP operators will be required to submit a propesdahe TA prior to

the actual implementation. The proposal should @&t practical

solutions which will overcome any potential probkennrespective of

whether these problems are related to financigilegory or technical

aspects.

VOLUNTARY IMPLEMENTATION OF FMNP

35. Taking into account the local demand, overs&asriences, and

® The Survey result shows that if FMNP is availdolefree, around 25% of residential line users and
26% of business line users indicated that they evaydt for porting their fixed numbers to mobile
networks. The corresponding figures for portingbiteo numbers to the fixed networks are much
lower, at 9% for residential line users, 7% foribass line users and 12% for mobile phone onlysuser
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the fact that market force should yield the optimmarket outcome, the
TA considers that it would be in the public intérés allow individual
operators to make their own business decisionspdeiment FMNP on a
voluntary basis. To solicit the views of the intlysand interested
parties on the proposed voluntary implementationFMNP, the TA
asked the following question in the Consultatiopdta

Question (3): Do you agree that voluntary impleraéonh of FMNP is a
positive response to the market need and shousditweed?

Submissions

36. The views collected can broadly be divided imto groups. A
group of operators (including CMHK and CSL) regedsthe TA to
mandate the FMNP implementation while another grduqeluding
HKBN, NWT, PCCW, Smartone and Wharf) did not supploe proposal.
The latter were of the views that the implementattd FMNP would
harm the consumer interest. Three members of thicpexpressed
their views on the implementation of FMNP. Twotbém supported
the FMNP implementation whereas the other one aaptse proposal.

37. CSL commented that FMNP must be mandatedisi®ite of the
fundamental cornerstones of convergence. Othenwiseould restrict
the choice of about one quarter of fixed line useh® would opt for
porting their fixed line numbers to mobile netwarkdt commented that
FNOs will not support FMNP if the TA does not matedahe
implementation. CSL also considered that the ®@sr®Xxperiences are
not directly relevant to the situation in Hong Kongviedia Syndication
considered that the proposed voluntary implemesrtaf FMNP was
consistent with the light handed regulatory appinoas it allows sceptics
or unwilling operators to opt out.

38. Of those opposing FMNP, HKBN, Smartone and \Whktated
that it would be unjustifiable to introduce the watary implementation
of FMNP when the public demand is low. HKBN doubtbout the
level of participation if FMNP is implemented onvaluntary basis.
PCCW considered that introducing FMNP in Hong Kamguld have a
significant negative impact on consumers and opesat It further

14



asserted that with the popularity of the call forlag feature and the
successful implementation of a quasi-FMNP servicéhe market, there
Is little value to introduce a more formal FMNP\8ee at this point in

time, particularly if this would have substanti@gative effect. CSL and
Smartone submitted that the proposed voluntary emphtation of
FMNP would create substantial consumer confusiore da the

co-existence of both FMNP and non-FMNP operatothenmarket and
the current call forwarding feature has already et consumers’
demand of using mobile numbers for fixed servie®s| vice versa.

39. CITIC requested for further clarification abadhe respective
obligations of the FMNP and non-FMNP operators. pdinted out that
under the existing operating environment, individo@erator could
hardly provide FMNP services on their own.

TA's Views and Responses

40. The TA has explained in the Consultation Pdpat given the

low public demand for FMNP and other relevant cdesations, it would

be unjustified to mandate the implementation. Pph®posed voluntary
implementation provides additional flexibility fayperators, based on
their own business decisions, to offer FMNP servaceneet the market
demand.

41. In response to the view that FMNP must be mialdas it is one
of the fundamental cornerstones of convergence,Tthevould like to
clarify that the primary objective of introducingMlNP is not for the
promotion of FMC. Ovum stated clearly in its reptirat there is no
evidence to suggest that lack of FMNP will posagaicant barrier to
the development of FMC. Instead, the objectiventfoducing FMNP
Is to provide a level playing field for all FNOsd&iMNOs, to promote
cross-platform competition and to cater for thedheéthose users who
see a need for the service.

42. Regarding the argument that a quasi-FMNP senralceady
exists in the market and this therefore obviates ritbed for a formal
FMNP service, the TA would like to point out thdtis never the
government’s policy to suppress the introductionnefv or innovative

15



services because alternatives are already availaktlee market. The
existence of the quasi-FMNP service should not Iseduas the
justification to bar the introduction of FMNP sargi On the contrary,
the introduction of commercial quasi-FMNP service®s indicate that
there is market demand for FMNP and that some tqaralready spot
commercial opportunities in offering such services.

43. There are diverse views on whether the figure2%96 in

footnote 6 represents a significant portion of siser Submissions
supporting FMNP considered the figure was signmicahile those
opposing FMNP said the figure was low. The TA sotkat when
PCCW commented on the perceived need for the dewnamcof fixed

and mobile services (see paragraph 16), it coreidgrat the 10% of the
residential line respondents who did not opt faedi-to-mobile number
portability would represent a significant numberowéver, when it
commented on the local demand for FMNP, it theuedgthat the 25%
of residential line respondents who opted for fixeanobile number
portability denoted very low demand.

44, As stated in the Consultation Paper, the TA efadbe view that
the 25% market demand could not justify the mangataplementation
of FMNP. However, the figure of 25% does represesizeable portion
of the community who sees a need for FMNP. As niddeee is the best
way to determine the market outcome, the TA comsitleat it would be
in the public interest to allow individual operatoto make their own
business decisions to implement FMNP on a voluntaagis. As
regards the view that the proposed voluntary implaation of FMNP
would create substantial consumer confusion duthéoco-existence of
both FMNP and non-FMNP operators in the market,Tthas confident
that with adequate public education and promotEmaigns, consumers
should be able to get familiar with the new arranget after a short
transitional period.

45. To address the concerns that non-FMNP operataysneed to
modify their networks and service platforms and réf@e incur

expenditure in order to cope with the voluntaryesohl, the TA has come
up with two possible solutions in Annex 2. FMNPeogors are
welcome to come forward with other solutions thestbmeet their own

16



business plans. If necessary, the TA will convemmeking groups to
iron out the details before allowing interestedtiparto proceed with the
actual implementation of FMNP.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR THE VOLUNTARY FMNP
IMPLEMENTATION

46. To allow for the orderly implementation of alwatary FMNP

arrangement, the TA has proposed certain basienguptinciples in the
Consultation Paper and they were intended as timémmm necessary
intervention to the market for the implementatidrF&INP in an orderly
manner. In this regard, the TA asked the followopgestion in the
Consultation Paper:

Question (4): Do you agree that the proposed ggdaminciples are
necessary and sufficient for the voluntary impletagon of FMNP in an
orderly manner?

Submissions

47. In general, the majority of Submissions agréed guidelines
are required for the orderly implementation of FMNPPCCW
commented that the guiding principles as set outhan Consultation
Paper were fairly sensible and should be adoptetk BN stated that the
proposed guiding principles had preliminarily adsed some of the
concerns on FMNP. However, CITIC viewed that theppsed guiding
principles were only a high level description. réquested the TA to
conduct a serious review on the impact of the FMiplementation on
the existing number portability environment andigsue more detailed
practical guidelines for further consultation. CKIlKommented that it
might not be possible to devise a set of well afinules and technical
specifications for the voluntary implementation E¥INP. Similarly,
CSL and PCCW considered that detailed guidelines gdractical
implementation would be needed. Some respondesdsaaked the TA to
provide further clarification on some of the propogrinciples.
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TA's Views and Responses

48. The TA notes that the respondents generallyp@tpthat
guidelines are required for the orderly implemaatabf FMNP and the
TA’s proposed guiding principles as set out in @ensultation Paper
should be adopted. The TA therefore decides tgptatteese guiding
principles, and for ease of reference they areategein Annex 1 to this
Statement. Moreover, in response to the requéstsre respondents,
the TA has provided further elaborations on PrilegpV, VI and VII.

49. The guiding principles are initial and highdéguidelines. If

necessary, further refinements will be made andtiaddl principles may
be added after operational experience has beeredyaiirhe detailed
implementation guidelines and technical specifaratif any, will require

further discussion among the relevant industry grisy The TA, after
receiving the interested party’s proposal on FMNPlementation, will

initiate on a need basis further consultation witfiew to developing the
detailed implementation guidance.

FMNP REQUIREMENTS FOR SBO LICENSEES

50. The TA adopts a two-class licensing approachP telephony

services. In summary, Class 1 services are thasgess that have all the
attributes of the conventional telephone servicesaae required to fulfill

the licensing conditions of FCL relevant to thevyismn of local voice

telephony services. Class 2 services are thosessrthat do not have
all the attributes of the conventional telephonevises and are only
subject to minimal licensing conditions with theimaurpose to protect
consumer interests and safeguard fair competiti®SBO licensees
providing Class 1 service (“Class 1 Service Pravidare therefore

required to support number portability function 18hiSBO licensees
providing Class 2 service (“Class 2 Service Pravidare not required to
do so.

51. In principle, therefore, similar to their coerparts who offer
conventional telephone services under the FCL,Cl&Service Providers

18



should be allowed to implement FMNP on a voluntaagis. However,

since the creation of the SBO licensing framewarldanuary 2006, there
IS no commercial Class 1 service available in therket. It therefore

seemed premature to consider whether Class 1 $dpvmviders should
be allowed to implement FMNP on a voluntary basremthe first Class
1 Service Provider has yet to emerge. On thisisthe TA asked the
following question in the Consultation Paper:

Question (5): Do you agree that the proposed vantmplementation
of FMNP should not cover SBO licensee during tht&lrstage?

Submissions

52. Most Submissions considered that the proposeldintary

iImplementation of FMNP should cover SBO licenseeshe ground that
similar services should be accorded similar reguattreatments.
However, CITIC advised that the implementation afmber portability

would become even more complicated if SBOs arelaeb

TA's Views and Responses

53. Unified Carrier Licence (“UCL”) is the replacent of the

current fixed carrier licence and mobile carrieehice. Unified carrier
licensees will continue to be required to faciet&®NP/MNP after they
convert their licences to the respective UCLs. figdicarrier licensees
who provide fixed and/or mobile services may alsplement FMNP on
a voluntary basis.

54. Although the TA acknowledges that the impleragoh of
number portability will be more complicated if SB@se involved, he
agrees that it is fair for similar services to legulated in a similar
manner. The types of voice telephone servicestprbvided by Class
1 Service Providers are akin to the conventionépteone service
provided by FNOs. They use the same numbering igee numbers
with prefixes ‘2’ and ‘3’) and under the currertddnce condition, Class 1
Service Providers are directed by the TA to featiéit ONP. In this
respect, the TA agrees that the proposed voluntapfementation of
FMNP should cover Class 1 Service Providers.
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55. As for Class 2 Service Providers, basicallythes providing

VoIP telephony service using different numberingels i.e. numbers
prefixed with ‘57" and ‘58’. Unlike their Class dounterparts, there is
no licence obligation requiring them to facilitat®tNP. The TA

therefore considers that the proposed FMNP regihmaild not cover

Class 2 Service Providers.

56. Under the licence condition, MVNOs are authexdtizo provide

mobile virtual network service by leveraging thewark infrastructure

of MNOs. They are using the same number levekh@se assigned to
MNOs and subject to the MNP obligation under thHe&ence. The

proposed voluntary implementation of FMNP shoulkerdfiore be applied
to MVNOs as well.

SALIENT ISSUES FOR THE FMNP IMPLEMENTATION

57. Currently, quite a few asymmetrical regulat@yangements
apply to FNOs and MNOs. In implementing FMNP onv@untary

basis, a FMNP operator will have to cope with thasgmmetries and
other implementation issues. Some of the salg=utes are listed below:

(a) Fixed-Mobile Interconnection Charge (“FMIC”);

(b) Dipping Charge;

(c) Local Access Charge (“LAC”);

(d) Cost Recovery Principles for Number Portability;

(e) International Call Forwarding Services (“ICFS”);

() FMNP Database; and

(g) Geographical location information for Emergencyvasss.

58. The first asymmetry in respect of FMIC has beemoved
following the deregulation of FMIC on 27 April 2009 The second
asymmetry in respect of dipping charges will be oeed after the
licences of the four fixed telecommunications net&ervices and fixed
carrier licences issued in June 1995 are replacgdWCL in June 2010.
Other regulatory asymmetries between the fixed amubile services
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however remain to be tackled. To stimulate disomsen these issues,
the TA asked the following question in the CongidtaPaper:

Question (6): Are there any other issues in additio those listed above
that should be considered in relation to the immatmtion of FMNP?

Submissions

59. While the Submissions provided differing viewrs the various
regulatory asymmetries listed above, most of trepaordents held the
view that those issues should be dealt with seplgrand not to be
bundled with FMNP.

FMIC

60. PCCW stated that if FMNP were to be introdud¢kdre should
be a system in place to ensure that the corremtcmmnection charges are
levied and collected. To fulfil this requiremeitt,s essential for the
operator concerned to know the type of network {ixed line or mobile
network) from/to which the call is conveyed. Tastlend, PCCW
advised that the unique network number associattdd each telephone
number could be leveraged to serve the purposeCWP@lso viewed
that as the FMIC regime is still unknown, it wollld unnecessary to deal
with this item in the current consultation. Sma#dalso stated that the
implementation of FMNP would create regulatory utaiaty to the
existing interconnection charges regime because mealy of
Interconnection charges depends on the identifinaif fixed and mobile
numbers. Wharf considered that the FMIC issue lshbave higher
priority than the FMNP issue. It requested the fbAtake immediate
action to deal with the FMIC issue as the dereguiabf FMIC would
soon be effective. The lack of obvious progresshe@ commercial
negotiation among operators might paralyze thetenunications and
threaten Hong Kong's position as the telecommurnat hub in the
region.

Dipping Charge
61. CSL submitted that requiring MNOs to purchas¢PClatabase
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from FNOs was discriminatory to MNOs. But PCCWch#ie different
view that the principle requiring MNOs to pay dipgicharges should not
be changed. PCCW asserted that it would be unsageto deal with
this item in this current consultation as the dngpcharge issue will be
removed in June 2010. Wharf viewed that unlessnipdementation of
voluntary FMNP holds off until June 2010, the TAosld further consult
the industry on the proper settlement of dippingrghs that would
require the upgrade of existing network systemseapdpment as well as
the establishment of a new number database faerttie industry.

LAC

62. CSL commented that the fact that external ¢elenunications
services (“ETS”) operators were allowed to makefipmithout paying
LAC to the MNOs was not tolerable and must be reshl It argued
that the existing LAC determination and all its seduent revisions
should be withdrawn to facilitate the migration & market-driven
environment. However, PCCW viewed that the issas wrelevant to
FMNP as it would not alter the existing LAC arranggt. Wharf
stated that prior industry consultation should dedticted for any change
to existing LAC regime.

Cost Recovery Principles for Number Portability

63. PCCW and Wharf opined that a review is neededetermine
the cost recovery principles for FMNP. PCCW asskthat the existing
cost recovery principles were restricted to fixediked or
mobile-to-mobile number portability and would ne& suitable to FMNP.
But it also stated that the issue could be lethtolicensees who planned
to implement the FMNP. Wharf pointed out that sostorne by
non-FMNP operators for accommodating the implentemta of
voluntary FMNP were substantial and would vary witie legacies of
individual networks.

ICES

64. As the deregulation of FMIC would come intoeetfon 27 April
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2009, most Submissions viewed that a review on I@&8&quired to
reflect the latest regulatory change. CSL statedt the fundamental
principle of compensating MNOs for providing intenmecting services
to ICFS providers must be upheld after the implesaigon of FMNP.

PCCW requested that the TA must ensure the callectf ICFS charges
would not be affected if FMNP were introduced. H¥Bsserted that
the common cost component of ICFS and FMIC showddabplied

concurrently given the fact that the FMIC cost comgnt in ICFS was
actually a form of “rebate” of the FMIC payable thye MNO to the ICFS
providers.

FMNP Database, Geographical Location Information fo Emergency
Services

65. Respondents who provided comments on this issaemonly
opined that a working group should be establisbeattiress the relevant
technical and operational issues.

66. PCCW submitted that the obligation of providitgration
information pertaining to the Calling Line AddreBatabase (“CLAD”)
should not solely rest on PCCW. PCCW demanded @aHaFNOs
should be required to provide location informatipertaining to their
telephone numbers to the CLAD and that a furthdmildel study is
required to ensure fixed line numbers would beexily recognized in
the CLAD. Wharf commented that the numbers witistexg mobile
prefix, if used for fixed line services, shouldibeluded in the CLAD in
a timely manner.

TA's Views and Responses
67. In response to the majority’s views, the TA ey that the

salient issues should be handled separately frenFRNP. His thoughts
are given below.

FMIC and LAC

68. The de-regulation of FMIC has duly taken effieatn 27 April
2009 as scheduled. In the light of the latest kgweents, the TA has
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made it known on 22 May 2009 that he will launch iadustry
consultation on LAC in the second half of 2009.

69. After the implementation of FMNP, there may Mo technical
issues for collecting the FMIC if the charging regiadopted is a scheme
which continues to differentiate between mobile #ned services.
However, PCCW has already suggested in paragraplta @@ssible
solution to overcome the difficulty in identifyintpe type of network to
which a telephone number belongs. There may ker stilutions. The
TA considers that this issue is related to detaihepglementation and it
should be tackled after he receives proposals foperators who are
interested in implementing FMNP. If necessary, TAemay convene
industry working group to resolve the pertinentiess

Dipping Charge

70. The TA notes that the FNOs and MNOs hold daffeviews on
dipping charge. However, dipping charge shouldimgirinciple hinder
the introduction of FMNP as it does not affect thglementation of
ONP and MNP. Pursuant to Guiding Principle lligagen in Annex 1,
the implementation of FMNP shall not change theraipe’'s original role
as FNO or MNO. A FMNP operator has to continuedmply with the
relevant regulatory regime that applies to FNOJ@dNOs.

71. The TA would like to refer to the past expecenin the
implementation of ONP and MNP in Hong Kong. The @Anounced
the implementation of MNP in June 1998. To resdlve technical
Issues, to devise the cost recovery principle andrimulate the detailed
iImplementation plan, it had taken the industry #mel TA almost nine
months to launch the MNP service in March 1999. e TA believes that
a similar timeframe may be necessary for the implaation of FMNP.
Therefore, by the time FMNP is launched, the digpamarge should
become a non-issue as the licences of the foud fizkecommunications
network services and fixed carrier licences issiedune 1995 should
have been replaced by UCL.
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ICFS

72. Subsequent to the issuance of the Consult®aper, the TA
issued another consultation papesn 19 March 2009 proposing a
variation of the ICFS arrangement to cope withadhanges consequential
to the deregulation of FMIC from 27 April 2009. Hiag duly considered
the submissions, the TA issued on 19 May 2009 erch@ation entitled
“Determination under Section 36A of the Telecomngations Ordinance
In respect of a Variation of the Terms and Condgiof Interconnection
for International Call Forwarding Servic&s”setting out the updated
ICFS arrangement which shall be applied with effesnin 27 April 2009.
The TA will conduct a comprehensive review of tigFS arrangement
after the post-transition FMIC negotiations betwdd#Os and MNOs
have been settled.

Cost Recovery Principles for Number Portability

73. Guiding Principle VII in Annex 1 has laid dowhe basic
principle for the cost recovery for FMNP. The d¢ixig cost recovery
frameworks for ONP and MNP shall apply to FMNP. éi'ta customer
requests for FMNP from another FMNP operator, tlend Network
Operator (“DNQO”) may not impose any charge on tbeipg customer.
Nevertheless, the DNO may negotiate with the RenipiNetwork
Operator (“RNQO”) to recover the relevant costs, dhd RNO may
determine whether it will charge the customer foe tcross-platform
porting. Should there be any adjustment requicedhéet the specific
requirement of FMNP, the TA will establish an inttysvorking group to
resolve the issues.

FMNP Database and Geographical Location Information for
Emergency Services

74. The TA may on a need basis set up industry worgroups to

" The consultation paper entitled “Variation of tBetermination of the Terms and Conditions of
Interconnection for International Call Forwarding er8ces” can be downloaded at
http://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/report-paper-guide/papensultation/20090319. pdf

8 The document can be downloadethtp://www.ofta.gov.hk/en/ta-determine/de2009059.p
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address the pertinent technical and operationaéssthat may arise from
the introduction of FMNP.

WAY FORWARD

75. Taking into account the views and comments loé t
respondents, the TA decides to permit individuaraprs to implement
FMNP on a voluntary basis.

76. To protect consumer interest and to ensure oifoerly
iImplementation of FMNP, the TA will require operetowho are
interested in implementing FMNP on a voluntary bath submit
proposals for his consideration. The proposals m#éhtify and address
the technical and operational issues associatédtixgtimplementation of
FMNP. In preparing the proposal, the operator wiiterve the guiding
principles as given in Annex 1. If necessary, th® Would convene
working groups to iron out the details before alloyvinterested parties
to proceed with the actual implementation of FMNP.

Office of the Telecommunications Authority
10 July 2009
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Annex 1
Guiding Principles for the Voluntary Implementation of FMNP

To allow for the orderly implementation of a volary FMNP
arrangement, the TA has laid down the followingidgsiiding principles
for FMNP operators to observe.

() A FMNP operator has to achieve FMNP within its osearvice
platform and at its own expense. Save for the rieefbllow
Principle VII, any assistance or cooperation tlsateiquired from
another operator would be arranged purely on a @neial basis.

(1) A FMNP operator shall bear all the costs that aqgmmy the
voluntary implementation of the FMNP. In other d®y they
should not impose any cost on other non-FMNP opesatue to
the voluntary implementation of FMNP.

(Il The implementation of FMNP shall not change theraioe's
original role as FNO or MNO. That is, a FMNP ogerdas to
continue to comply with the relevant regulatory inegs that
apply to FNOs and MNOs.

(IV) A non-FMNP operator shall continue to comply witks i
regulatory obligation related to MNP and ONP withou
discrimination in respect of a FMNP operator. Ezample, in
its capacity as the donor network operator (“DNOthe
non-FMNP operator shall observe the obligation bowa its
customer porting out a number to the correspongiatiorm of a
recipient network operator (“RNO”), irrespective whether or
not the latter is a FMNP operator. Likewise, is dapacity as
the RNO, the non-FMNP operator shall observe itpulegory
obligation in allowing a prospective customer pagtin a number
to its MNP or ONP platform from the correspondidgtfmrm of
the DNO, irrespective of whether or not the lattera FMNP
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(V)

(V1)

operator.

Note 1

Under the current Hong Kong Numbering Plan, onlynbers
with prefixes ‘2’ and ‘3’ are considered as fixade telephone
numbers and will only be ported from one fixed rmtwto

another fixed network under the ONP regime. If FMNP
implemented, a number prefixed with ‘2’ or ‘3’'mag ported to a
MNO and used for mobile service. According to Bipie IV,

MNOs who do not support FMNP are required to feaidi MNP
only and they have no obligation to support anyipgrrequest of
telephone numbers with prefix ‘2’ or ‘3’ which abpeing used for
mobile service provided by a FMNP operator. In otherds,

non-FMNP operators do not need to support any FNdNRing

request from FMNP operators.

Two FMNP operators shall open up their servicef@tats to each
other. Except for the need to observe Principle My should
allow cross-porting between their networks undemwcercial
arrangements.

A FMNP operator shall commit that there is servieeersibility
l.e. it shall allow and facilitate its customers port out their
numbers free of any unreasonable encumbrance.

Note 1

As an illustration, FMNP Operator D operates bothabile and
a fixed network. A mobile customer of Operator Dyntizerefore
port his mobile phone number (e.g. with a prefiX)“8asily to
the fixed network of the same Operator D through NPV
According to this Principle VI and also Principlé/,| the
customer has the right to further port his numbemfthe fixed
network Operator D to the mobile network of non-FRIN
Operator C. This requirement can be achieved throtige
arrangement depicted in the diagram below. Th&perator D
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has to port the prefix-9 number from its fixed netkvback to its
mobile network first, and following the MNP mechsmi further
port the number to the mobile network of non-FMNge@tor C.

FMNP Operator A Non-FMNP Operator B
Fixed Carrier Licence Fixed Carrier Licence

ONP -
Fixed Network A ¢ » Fixed Network B

FMNP Operator D
FMNP Unified Carrier Licence

cereeens "l  Fixed Network D

Non-FMNP Operator C
Mobile Carrier Licence

Mobile Network C

: Revefrsibility

........

Mobile Network D )

Note 2

FMNP Operator A only provides fixed line servide provide
FMNP and in order to support the reversibility regonent, it will

have to work with another FMNP operator, such asr@pr D,
who provides both mobile and fixed services. Aseaample, a
mobile customer of Operator D may have ported lubila phone
number (e.g. with a prefix “9”) previously to OptraA through
FMNP. According to this Principle VI and also Riple IV,

that customer has the right to port his number f@perator A to
the mobile network of non-FMNP Operator C. Thisuiegment
can be achieved through the arrangement depictdteidiagram
above. That is, Operator A has to port the préfxamber from
its network back to the mobile network of Operdibfirst, and
following the MNP mechanism Operator D will thenther port
the number to Operator C.
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(V1)

The existing cost recovery frameworks for ONP andRVishall
also apply to FMNP. When a customer requests K&XF from
another FMNP operator, the DNO may not impose drarge on
the porting customer. Nevertheless, the DNO magotiate
with the RNO to recover the relevant costs, andRINO may
determine whether it would charge the customer fobe
cross-platform porting.

Note

Porting of numbers between non-FMNP operators alitNA*
operators are limited to the normal ONP and/or M. As
non-FMNP operators do not need to support any FV@tfiest
from FMNP operators, this Principle VIl is irrelewao them.
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Annex 2
Possible Solutions for Implementation of FMNP

The voluntary implementation of FMNP will allowterested
operators (“FMNP operators”) the flexibility to mide cross-platform
number portability service based on their own bessndecisions. Yet,
it should not impose any unnecessary burden on dperators
(“non-FMNP operators”) who do not wish to implementt support
FMNP. As laid down in the guiding principles in Aex 1, non-FMNP
operators have no obligation to facilitate FMNP awry assistance or
cooperation required from a FMNP operator would é&eanged
commercially. In this Annex, the TA sets out pbésisolutions to
enable FMNP implementation which is transparent nten-FMNP
operators. These solutions are applicable to mgudif voice calls and
short message service (“SMS”). Network operataes \@elcome to
devise other appropriate solutions for any typesefvices they are
offering (e.g. multimedia message service) and asessary, further
deliberation in working groups would be arranged.

Concern about Voice Call Routing

2. Currently, two separate number portability matis are used to
facilitate MNP and ONP respectively. For a caligorvating from a
MNO, the MNO will perform dipping for the called oke numbers (e.g.
8-digit numbers currently with prefixes “51”, “563"6” and “9") to
facilitate MNP. For calls to fixed numbers (e.g:digit numbers
currently with prefixes “2” and “3”), MNOs will raie them to FNOs who
will be responsible for ONP dipping. The arrangatmis depicted in
Figure 1.
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MNP DB

Returned Number (RN)
Called Number = Routing Prefix+ Mobile Number

= Mobile Number ’ \
Voice Switch é@’é

Routed fixed A
numbers to fixed ’ \
network carriers Fixed Network Carrier

3. If FMNP is implemented, some respondents tocthresultation
ended on 19 January 2009 are concerned that teengxarrangements
given in paragraph 2 for calls to different numlasels may no longer be
maintained. The originating MNO, no matter whetlitehas offered
FMNP services or not, may need to perform dippiong &ll called
numbers in order to identify whether the call skidoé routed to fixed or
mobile networks. In other words, when there is AMicplementation
by a single operator, all operators may need toenfiakdamental changes
to the existing number portability platforms to erescorrect call routing.

Figure 1

Possible Solutions for Voice Call Routing

4. To address the above concern, two possible igotutare

elaborated in the following paragraphs. It maitilystrates the porting
information available and call routing for non-FMN#perators. The
FMNP procedure is not detailed here and is sulbgettte proposals of the
network operators interested in the actual implaaten of FMNP and

further deliberation in the working groups as neseeg

Possible Solution |

Mobile Phone Numbers

5. This option requires a MNO and a FNO who impletfe@VINP
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to partner with each other to form a FMNP groupacleFMNP group is
self-contained to support the FMNP and the post-PMIdorting

operation. Other networks outside the FMNP groupnet be affected
and their databases will remain intact.

6. As illustrated Figure 2, when a mobile phone benwith prefix
‘9" is ported from MNO1 to MNO2 through MNP, all D¢ and MNOs
will update their MNP database so that all callsdendo the ported
number will be routed to MNO2.

Legend: ;
= Porting Path

—— callRoste |  FMNP Operators FMNP Operators
Figure 2
7. However, when the number is further ported tdO2Nhrough

FMNP, other FNOs and MNOs outside the FMNP group) mot be
updated with the porting information. MNO2 who dogds to the same
FMNP group as FNO2 will have the responsibility fouting all calls
made to the ported number from other networks odsvéw the correct
destination. The arrangement is depicted in FiGure
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Legend:

—> Porting Path | § !
—_— CZ{.'E%uti ] FMNP Operators : 1 FMNP Operators

Figure 3

8. If the mobile phone number is further portednfré-NO2 to

FNO3, FNO2 has to initiate the FMNP mechanism td goe number
back to MNO2 which will then port the number to MBi@hrough MNP.

After receiving the ported number, MNO3 ports thenber to FNO3
through FMNP. As other network operators are ordguired to

facilitate the existing MNP, their networks will lgrbe updated with the
MNP porting information. They will convey all thealls made to the
ported number to MNO3. It is the responsibilityMiNO3 who belongs
to the same FMNP group as FNOS3 to route the caNgaods to FNOS3.
Figure 4 shows the arrangement.

Legend:

—> Porting Path !
— CallRoute | FMNP Operators § 3 FMNP Operators
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Fixed Telephone Numbers

9. The FMNP mechanism for fixed telephone numbessmilar to
that for mobile phone numbers. When a fixed tedeyghnumber with
prefix ‘2" is ported from FNO1 to FNO2 through ON&J] FNOs will
update their ONP database so that all calls madbe@orted number
will be routed to FNO2. As MNOs do not possess @NP database,
they will route the calls to a FNO and rely on BNO to convey the call
to the destined network. Figure 5 illustratesgbenario.

FNO3 |-
Legend: § i

= Porting Path§
— callrRoute | FMNP Operators

Figure 5

10. When the fixed telephone number is ported frieRO2 to

MNOZ2, it is carried out through FMNP between FNO# avINOZ2.

Other network operators will not be involved or \pded with any
porting information. From their perspective, FN®Retwork is still the
network serving the ported number. All calls made the ported
number will be conveyed to FNO2 who belongs tostime FMNP group
as MNO2 and it will then forward the number onwar@ddvVINO2. The
arrangement is depicted in Figure 6.
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FNO3 | [ FNO2

i
Legend: ; ‘ !
— CiRose" | FMNP Operators | _FMINP Operators |
Figure 6
11. If the fixed telephone number continues to lmetgad from

MNO2 to MNO3, MNO2 has to port the number throudiNFPP back to

FNO2 which will then port the number to FNO3 thrau@NP. After

FNO3 receives the ported number, it ports the nurtd&INO3 through

FMNP. As other FNOs facilitate ONP, they will bpdated with the
ONP porting information. They will then convey #tle calls made to
the ported number to FNO3. Other MNOs will conéinto rely on

FNOs to deliver the calls to FNO3. It is the raspbility of FNO3 who

belongs to the same FMNP group as MNO3 to routec#iis to MNOS3.

The arrangement is depicted in Figure 7.

/
FMNP
FNO 2
Legend: ‘
=> Porting Path
—— cCallRoute FMNP Operators ; ! FMNP Operators
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Possible Solution I

Mobile Phone Numbers

12. This possible solution requires all FMNP opansato develop a
common mechanism that enables FMNP operators trnotite updated
porting information to route the calls to the catreetworks after mobile
phone numbers are ported through FMNP.

13. When a number with prefix ‘9" is ported from MM to MNO2,

it is carried out through MNP and the ported numioéormation will

indicate MNO1 as the DNO and MNO2 as the RNO foitayvthe

requirement set out in HKTA 2103. After the pogtiis completed, all
network operators will route the calls made to gweted number to
MNOZ2 direct. The situation is shown in Figure 8.

MNP
s DNO=MNO1

N RNO=MNO2
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff AT oy

{ FMNP Operators

| FMNP
: FMNP MNO 2
| MNO 3 9
Legend: i
=—> Porting Path
—— cCall Route

14. If the number is further ported from MNO2 to GR FMNP
operators need to update their own database sdhiatwill be able to
route all calls made to the ported number to FNGBout transit via
MNO2. Meanwhile, non-FMNP operators will not befeated by
FMNP (Principle I). They are not required to ugd#teir database and
will continue to convey the calls made to the pdnteimber to MNO2.
As MNO?Z2 is the first FMNP DNO involved in FMNP fdhe ported
number, it has to maintain the correct routing d¢alolr the post-FMNP
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porting operation. The arrangement is depictdeéigare 9.

. FMNP Operators

i /
Legend:
= Porting Path
— Call Route !

15. If the number is further ported from FNO2 to &3 through
FMNP, FMNP operators should update their own da@lba ensure call
routing of all calls made to the ported number 8O directly. For the
non-FMNP operators, MNOZ2’'s network continues to ad the
destination network of the ported number. MNO2 teasoute all calls
sent from non-FMNP operators to FNO3. Figure 1@wsh the
arrangement.

Legend:

=> Porting Path§
— CallRoute |

Figure 10

16. The routing responsibility upon MNO2 for callfom
non-FMNP operators will be released when the nunséirther ported

38



to MNO3. For the number porting from FNO3 to MNOBNO3 sends
out the ported number information to non-FMNP ofmsafollowing the
MNP mechanism even though the porting is actualyied out through
FMNP. The ported number information will indicateat the DNO is
MNOZ2 and the RNO is MNO3. It is depicted in Figdte

FMNP Operators |
i = Call Route

FMNP ) |
MNO2 / |
{ = «» MNP DB Update

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

DNO=MNO2
RNO=MNO3

| Legend:
= Porting Path

Figure 11
Fixed Telephone Numbers
17. Under the current arrangement, a MNO will roatk fixed

number calls originated in its network to a FNO evhiwill in turn
convey the call to the destined FNO.

18. When the fixed telephone number with prefixi2ported from

FNO1 to FNO2, FNO2 will send the ported number ninfation which

indicates FNO1 as the DNO and FNO2 as the RNO kberoENOs

following the requirement set out in HKTA 2102. téf the porting is
completed, FNOs will route all calls made to thet@d number to FNO2
direct as depicted in Figure 12.
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Non-FMNP
FNO 1
DNO FNO1

BN,Q,,ENQ?,,,,,
i FMNP Operators
: FMNP
. [ FMNP FNO 2
.\ FNO3
Legend: 3
= Porting Pathi
— CallRoute |
Figure 12
19. If the fixed number is further ported from FN@2MNO2, all

FMNP operators will update their own databasedabadll calls directed
to the ported number can be routed to MNO2 directlgame as the
arrangement for porting mobile phone numbers, ndiNP operators
will not be affected by FMNP and will not need todate their databases
for the FMNP activity. They will remain pointing FNO2 for all calls
made to the ported number. FNO2, being the firstNP DNO
involved in the FMNP for the ported number, hasn@ntain the correct
routing table for the post-FMNP porting operatiomhe arrangement is
depicted in Figure 13.

| FMNP Operators

Legend:

—> Porting Path|
— Call Route

Figure 13
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20. When the number is further ported from MNO2 MidNO3
through FMNP, non-FMNP operators will continue tneey the calls
made to the ported number to FNO2 who has to rbetealls onwards to
the MNO3. All FMNP operators should instead roallecalls directed
to the ported number to MNO3 directly by updatihgit own databases
directly. The arrangement is depicted in Figure 14

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

i FMNP Operators

Legend:

= Porting Path
— Call Route

Figure 14

21. The routing responsibility upon FNO2 for cdfism non-FMNP

operators will be released when the number is éurported to FNO3.
For the number porting from MNO3 to FNO3, FNO3 seandt the ported
number information to non-FMNP fixed operators daling the ONP

mechanism even though the porting is in fact cdrogt under the FMNP
arrangement. The ported number information shaudicate that the
DNO is FNO2 and RNO is FNO3. Figure 15 shows thangement.
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. ONP DB Update FMNP Operators |

i DNO=FNO2

e

FMNP
FNO 2

Legend:

i RNO=FNO3
=% Porting Path
—> Call Route

\
N\
FMNP \‘
= :» ONP DB Update:

Figure 15

Concern about SMS Routing

22. At present, only one FNO is offering SMS. A MNan easily
identify the FNO or other MNOs for call routing. ofFinstance, a MNO
performs dipping for SMS to mobile number and rootdy cross
network SMS to any one of the Inter-Operator SM®EMS”) service
providers. For SMS to fixed numbers, they do need to perform
dipping and route to the IOSMS service providerediy. The
arrangement is shown in Figure 16.

MNP DB

Destination Address Returned Address (RA)

= Mobile Number A
Routed by RA A
ﬁ@—é’* IOSMS Carrier

SMSC
Route fixed numbers to IOSMS
carrier as FSMS IOSMS Carrier
Figure 16
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Possible Solution for SMS Routing

23. After the implementation of FMNP, the routing 8MS

messages could be handled in the same way asahabuting voice
calls. The first operator who conducts the FMNP forgoeted number
should be responsible for routing the SMS messagéhé destined
network until the number is ported to an appropriatwork (i.e. a fixed
network for fixed numbers or a mobile network foolsie numbers).

24. Routing SMS messages to the FNO offering SM&aeliow the
existing practice. If that FNO opts to facilitaEMNP, it has the
responsibility to route the SMS message correctlthe destined MNOs.
It is clear that the current mechanism for rout8i{gS messages to fixed
networks may no longer be applicable if an addé@ldANO decides to
provide SMS, but this issue can be resolved by @upghe existing
mechanism for routing SMS messages to the corrésddl

° Itis assumed that all FNOs and MNOs are |IOSM Serat
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