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1 Introduction

BT wishes to formally place on record that industry engagement has been undertaken and
concluded for the activities outlined below.

This document forms part of the overall consultation and closures process as outlined below.

Define Manage Produce Notify
Product Consultationp> Closure Closure to
Scope Programme Pack Industry

2 Industry Consultation Areas

2.1 What were we consulting on?

BT proposes, subject to relevant regulatory conditions, to develop and launch WBC Converged

and is seeking to consult on its plans with industry. Broadband features, and functionality will be
inline with BT Wholesale Broadband Connect (WBC) and as such consultation in this area was

not sought. The purpose of the Condoc was to:

e |dentify baseband voice functional, non-functional and technical requirements of the product.

Voice features and services consultation was undertaken during the same period via the VLC
(Voice Line Control) working group originated condoc.
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2.2 Summary of Consultation aspects covered

The following is a standard list of items that BT reviews against every product, both new and in
transition.

FEATURES FOR DISCUSSION Consulted? COMMENT

Transition intent N/A

Product Enablers Y

Detailed Product Features Y In part with additional detail and
consultation undertaken via the
VLC condoc

Points of Handover Y

Commercial impacts and mitigations Y At high level only. Industry will be
engaged via Consult 21 on detail of
scenarios and issues that BT
wishes to discuss.

Billing Y

BT-CP provisioning and repair impacts Y At high level only. Industry will be

(interfaces and procedures etc) engaged via Consult 21 on detail of
interfaces and procedures that BT
wishes to discuss.

Contract N

N New product charges will be

notified in accordance with

Price / charge standard notification periods

End User service impact N

CPE N

Operational impacts N Industry will be engaged via
Consult 21 on detail of operational
issues that BT wishes to discuss.

Migration / withdrawal windows Y

Testing requirements N/A

Author: Rafael Leadbetter Issue: 1 Page 3 of 22

© British Telecommunications plc 2006



2.3 Summary timetable and of consultation related
documents (including Working Group Minutes)

Timetable

BT Publishes outline specification Condoc

27 June 2007

Deadline for CPs’ responses on specification (Consultation finishes)

27 July 2007

BT Publishes Preliminary Response Document

31 August 2007

BT Publishes Final Response and Closure Document

September 2007

WBCC is still in early stages of development. Therefore, BT proposes to share with industry, in
September, a proposed schedule for ongoing technical and product engagement with industry
such that detailed discussions can be held and full answers given to the questions and issues

raised in response to the condoc.

Related Documents

Document Title Version Issued
Introduction of WBC condoc (C21-LA-02) 1 27 July 2007
Technical features of VLA and voice aspects only of 1 27 July 2007
WBCC features condoc (C21-LA-03)

Minutes of 15" June 2007 Broadband Working Group | 1 June 2007
Minutes of 24" May 2007 Voice Line Control Working | 1 June 2007

Group

Minutes of 4" June and 4™ July 2007 Line Access
Working Group

June and July
2007

2.4 Number of Industry Responses Received

Received within the due date: | 7
Received after due date but in time for consideration: | 1
Total Received/Progressed: | 8
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2.5 Summary of Industry Responses and BT initial
response

Discussion
Item

Industry response

Price
differentials
between VLA,
WBC &
WBCC &
charging.

CP1

We would be keen to understand further what cost advantages BT Wholesale
(BTW) envisages for CPs when ordering WBCC as opposed to VLA and WBC
separately. If these cost savings are restricted to those derived from a single
ordering interface, then we would like to understand whether these cost reductions
would be diminished if BTW were to be the sole supplier of VLA (as opposed to
Openreach).

We would prefer VLA component charging structure to align with both VLA
standalone and WBC charging structures. This would require VLA standalone to
match WBC and these views have been expressed in our response to the VLA
consultation.

Briefly, we would expect a charging structure that closely aligns with cost
causation where charges are based on:

e End User charge
e Peak theoretical Committed Information Rates
e Number of simultaneous sessions

In terms on transactional charges, we would expect any charges relating to
Cancel Other and Cancel Own to match those that are in operation for WLR, CPS
and MPF. Any disjoint between these products would have a distorting effect and
should be discouraged. BTW will need to be mindful of Ofcom’s long term work on
a Single Migration Process across all communications products and ensure that
pricing and processes reflect progress in this area.

cpP2

CP2 wishes a charging model based on monthly fixed charges and avoid setup
charges per user.

Single invoice (and 3.4.3): we support that approach. We would require WBC and
WBCC to be on the same invoice (with a field defining the nature of each
customer).

CP3

CP3 sees no current demand for VLA but believe that there is a strong rationale
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for the WBCC product to be sold from BTW, which supports the logical value
chain where BT Wholesale are required to add value to the Openreach elements
to meet our requirements. Our expectation and requirement would therefore be to
buy WBCC from BT Wholesale and not Openreach.

With regard to having the same Contract for VLA and WBCC (Voice), CP3 are
agnostic on this point as we see no major demand for VLA but do see demand for
WBCC.

With regard to the same Pricing across both products, as WBCC would enable
CP3 to offer competitive bundled products for customers, product pricing is critical.

The pricing of the various components that make up a full WBCC end to end
solution is critical to our portfolio strategy and development of demand forecasts.

Similarly, we have questions relating to tariff cards and call data records which we
would like to understand further.

CP4

CP4 would anticipate the following charges:
(1) A setup charge on a per-line basis.

(2) An annual rental on a per-line basis.

This would cover provision of the copper loop, MSAN, and AGCF, all signalling,
and backhaul of calls to the parent metronode. This cost must be the same as for
WLR lines. That is, if an MSAN serves 2000 lines and we have 100 VLA lines on
that MSAN, we would expect the MSAN and backhaul component to be 100/2000
(5%) of the total costs of provisioning the MSAN and backhaul, and for this to be
audited by Ofcom. We would expect the same grade of service as BT/WLR
customers; if technical issues mean that VLAN sizes are not proportional to the
number of customers (because smaller VLANs have more overhead), we would
not expect this difference to be reflected in the price.

(3) Inter-metro charges on the same general basis as interconnect voice.

Where BT will not provide VLA interconnect at the parent metronode, or require
the traffic to be tromboned via a border gateway, we would not expect to pay for
that intra-metro traffic.

(4) SVLAN charges on the same general basis as interconnect voice.

(5) MSIL charges on the same general basis as interconnect voice.

CP5

Process and charges for platform migrations. As the number of platform
permutations increases, there requires being in place a simplified and effective
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platform migration process with a fair charging regime.

CP6

BTW has so far declined to share any proposed commercial terms, in particular
pricing, for the WBCC product. As a dominant supplier, BTW will appreciate it has
a special responsibility in ensuring that the pricing of the product does not threaten
other access products in the same value chain, notably MPF. As a rule of thumb,
we would expect WBCC to be priced at a level which combines the prevailing
WLR and IPStream prices, taking into account BTW'’s price floor commitments for
IPStream.

The Consultation document states that “if any order is cancelled, BTW would
charge for this service”. | would suggest that BTW would only raise a charge if
they have been charged for a cancellation by Openreach —i.e. the order has
progressed to close to the “point of no return” that a free cancellation is no longer
relevant.

CcpP7

Irrespective of what range of products are offered by BT, and which parts of BT
offer them, it is vital that there is consistency between the pricing structures that
are adopted for each of the products. This is to allow for seamless migration of
end users between products without the CP taking unnecessary commercial risks.
CP7 requires that BT is transparent about how any pricing is constructed, and that
normal obligations around cost orientation are observed. In this context, we see
little justification for a model that perpetuates ppm billing, and are cautious of any
model that equates to a flat price per user as this represents a deviation from cost
causation. Further, we feel that any pricing should reflect the infrastructure reach
that CPs have into BT network (i.e. a CP connecting to all relevant interconnect
points should pay less than one connecting only to a subset). We welcome a
healthy debate with BT on this aspect, but feel that the structural issues of who
should be providing the product and when are of higher priority.

CP8

My comments in Para. 3 (I do not agree that WBCC should consume full MPF. |
think that WBCC Voice and WBCC Broadband should each consume SMPF with
either 'service' being provided independently or concurrently. If my suggestion of
an Underlying Connectivity Product is adopted, then either WBCC service (voice
or broadband) will be provided over the full or shared UCP.) raise the issue, again,
of the principle of 'converged' pricing. If the two WBCC 'services' can be supplied
separately will an over-riding discount be given if both elements are purchased,
and is this acceptable in a regulatory sense?

The pricing on the backhaul of WBCC Voice from the MSAN to the MSIL causes
me concern because WBCC volumes on exchanges recently converted to 21C
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are likely to be low (as are ongoing volumes on rural exchanges). CPs will need to
be able to provide WBCC services nationally without incurring prohibitive backhaul
charges for individual exchanges. My preference is for backhaul to be charged on
a 'per-line' basis.

BT Initial response:

BTW believes that common charging structures should be possible to a certain
extent but detail will not be confirmed until low level solution design has been
undertaken. All pricing and charges for migrations and cessations will be inline
with those for similar products and existing input components. BTW is mindful of
Ofcom’s long term views for a simplified migrations process and the Company will
comply with regulation or industry agreed processes.

BTW has indicated to industry and Ofcom, from the outset, that it wishes WBCC
pricing to reflect:

1. Operation cost savings by virtue of an integrated voice and broadband service
and moving the call server and its management into the CP’s domain.
2. Consumption of MPF instead of SMPF plus WLR or VLA.

Given the ongoing and separate discussions with industry and Ofcom regarding
the possibility of VLA being offered by BTW, it is not appropriate for BTW to
respond at this stage regarding the relative broadband only, voice only and
combined pricing. BTW expects BT Group to consider industry’s views on this
matter and respond accordingly.

Session (call) based charging has only been requested by one CP and hence
capacity based charges will be based on peak theoretical committed information
rates.

BTW has not considered to base charges on number of simultaneous sessions.

The suggestion for zero connection charge options is noted and is being
considered by product management.

BTW intends to ensure CPs will be able to distinguish WBCC voice components
from WBC components.

The current WBCC network design requires intra MSAN calls to be tromboned by
the border gateway and as such BTW is currently investigating resolutions to this
issue. BT will engage with industry specifically on this point.

BTW does not believe it would be able to provide volume discounts to CPs based
on the number of interconnected nodes.

Trouble to CP1

Resolve

(assure) and
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SLAs

We feel that it is entirely inappropriate to set a single SLG across WBCC. We
would expect to see separate levels of assurance on VLA and WBC components
as voice requires greater reliability, fault resolution times etc. Whilst both product
components could be included within a single SLA, the individual performance
targets for each should reflect the greater emphasis that voice reliability and fault
resolution requires. We require appropriate measures to be taken to ensure that
voice faults are resolved more quickly that those related to WBC, particularly
where shared assets have failed. 42 minutes downtime per annum appears too
high for voice requirements and a closer alignment to WLR+CPS or direct line
performance should be considered.

We have some concerns over the requirement for CPs to conduct a “compliant
test” prior to BTW accepting a fault on the WBCC process. The principle being
that, if it is apparent, that the problem lies with BTW (such as a known network
issue) then the CP is still required to incur costs and time delays before BTW will
accept the fault.

cpP2

CPs would request reporting on “unavailability of the voice service” on the BT side
and reporting of the unavailability due to the CPs ” observed by BT. CP2 wants to
get to joint agreed view of where the faults lies (BT or CP2).

CP6

We would expect the same service levels and associated compensation levels
that are being provided via LLU.

BT Initial response:

BTW'’s intention is to architect the WBCC network such that a service availability
performance of at least 99.99% is achieved. It is not commercially sensible or
practicable for BTW to offer two service availability SLAs for an integrated service
yet the voice SVLAN will offer Real Time QoS. BTW will publish a more detailed
network design by December 2007 with performance metric targets as part of the
ongoing engagement with industry.

CPs will be able to continue with WLR and Wholesale Calls if WBCC SLAs are not
acceptable.

BT is planning to offer three fault care levels to enable CPs to offer different SLAs:
5, 20 and 40 hour clear.

Given, the added complexity in fault diagnosis and resolution due to placing the
call server function within the CP’s domain, BTW will insist a test is undertaken,
although there may be flexibility in accepting faults where test results may be
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inconclusive. Where BT has a known or network outage, we will issue a network
fault reference as is the case today.

Testing and diagnostics is a key area within the design of WBCC and BTW will
specifically engage with BT during ongoing consultation.

BTW expects to extend the same service levels being provided to LLU operators
who purchase the MPF service directly from Openreach.

Product
portfolio and
positioning

CP1

The WBCC consultation document states that WBCC would be a subset of WBC
but, in fact, we would consider the relationship to be the other way round with
WBC and VLA being subsets of WBCC but available on a standalone basis as
well.

cpP2

WBCC delivered via Interconnect points in three separate VLANs; CP2 will
probably buy managed WBC and later on the unmanaged service where CP2 gets
easily interconnection with 21C. Assuming the WBC managed offer implies a
voice service also managed, we will have to understand what would be the impact
on the voice service of moving the broadband service into unmanaged mode.

At the moment it is our view that for this product to be supplied by BTW would not
be consistent with the Undertakings. We are, nevertheless, open in principle to
persuasion that it should be allowed. However, we insist that this be a process of
engagement with industry (i.e. not just a bilateral BT / Ofcom discussion).

Regardless of the outcome of that discussion, the product is likely to be an SMP
product and should be priced on a cost-oriented basis.

CP3

CP3 sees no current demand for VLA but believe that there is a strong rationale
for the WBCC product to be sold from BTW, which supports the logical value
chain where BT Wholesale are required to add value to the Openreach elements
to meet our requirements. Our expectation and requirement would therefore be to
buy WBCC from BT Wholesale and not Openreach.

With regard to the same launch timetable for both VLA and WBCC (Voice), the
issue for CP3 today is that we will not support any delays to the WBCC launch.

CP5

There needs to be more clarity on the distinction in roles between Openreach and
BTW for the WBCC product.
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CP7

Whilst supportive of the concept, CP7 do not consider the development of VLA as
it stands at the moment as an attractive proposal.

Our concerns principally relate to the fact that the 21CN product range that is
currently being proposed; VLA, WBC and WBCC; are managed across both
Openreach and BT Wholesale. CP7 perceives that it will create avoidable
problems to have multiple suppliers of services which are likely to attract a high
level of end user migrations. Variances between contract terms, pricing structures,
and systems interfaces are inevitable with multiple suppliers.

CP7 believes that the CPS product should not be available on a VLA line (BT
assumed also applies to WBCC); by selecting a VLA provider, the customer will
have defacto preselected the “carrier” which they wish to use hence the existing
functionality is redundant in this context and will make seamless migrations an
impossibility.

Additionally CP7 believe that it is vital that the feature sets of a VLA type product
and the voice component of the WBCC product are aligned. This is fully explored
in CP7s other submission on the Technical Features of VLA and Voice Aspects
Only of WBCC. CP7 believe that this alignment is much more likely to be achieved
if the products, in what ever form they finally take, are managed by the same part
of BT.

Another advantage of a single supplier comes in the form of increased network
efficiency, by negating the need for a CP taking both services to operate parallel
sets of interconnect VLAN infrastructure.

CP7 would like to explore further with BT and other industry representatives a
proposal which is outlined below. To be clear at this stage in the process, CP7 is
not fully endorsing these product developments, until such a time as all interested
parties have debated and made their views clear.

CP7 would like industry to consider a portfolio of three products all provided to
CPs by BT Wholesale. (Detail not included in this document as the industry led
proposal is the subject of a separate communication.)

CP7 would prefer the launch of 21CN line access products to be delayed to allow
for the Standards work to be sufficiently mature. Given the limited geographic
coverage of 21CN in the early stages of mass migration, product availability in this
instance will become important only once a certain 21CN critical mass has been
reached. A launch timescale of summer 2009 may be more suitable.

Further to the arguments presented in answer to Question 1 of the VLA
consultation in support of a single supplier, CP7 also considers that from a
technical perspective it is inappropriate that VLA sits within Openreach.

This is principally because a significant part of the VLA product is the Voice Line
Control component which is managed by BT Wholesale. We believe that the
management of VLA within Openreach is the result of a (admittedly collective)
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spurious interpretation of the TSR, which positioned VLA as a successor to WLR:
in reality it is a successor product to WLR taken in combination with CPS.

CP8

| do not believe that there is a requirement for both VLA and WBCC. My
preference is for an underlying connectivity product (UCP) to be supplied by
Openreach and for the 'service' eg WLR3, WBC and WBCC to be provided by BT
Wholesale (Wholesale). The underlying connectivity product may be purchased
by Wholesale/ CPs and sold on as a bundle or purchased directly from Openreach
with the 'service' being ordered separately from Wholesale. | envisage two 21C
UCPs- MPF and SMPF; the SMPF would give the CP non-exclusive access to the
UCP. The full MPF variant will obviously give the CP exclusivity and therefore
cost more. The SMPF variant of the UCP will be less expensive. There will
continue to be a need for a separate LLU MPF product.

| question whether WBCC is converged. Parts of it may be; | think that providing
Voice and Internet connectivity over broadband is probably true convergence.
WBCC is made up of WBC and a baseband voice service (VLA); much in the
same way as IPstream and WLR2 are provided over one copper pair. However, |
recognise that both WBC and WBCC will be provided from the same MSAN
Combi card.

BT Initial response:

BTW recognises that Industry has suggested VLA should be developed and
offered by BTW. As the proposal is part of a separate engagement with industry
(and it will be BT Group that will respond to industry), it is not appropriate for BTW
to respond at this time.

As WBCC is planned to be offered as a subset of WBC, BTW understands that
the relationship between WBCC and WBC Managed should be defined to enable
support for the product. BT undertakes to specifically engage with industry in this
regard.

BTW will be launched as soon as is practicable and within a timeframe that does
not disadvantage CPs that chose to take VLA.

Consumption | cpq
and EOI
Given that it is proposed that WBCC will consume Eol MPF and backhaul, it would
be helpful to understand what other inputs make up the service. It would appear
that for:
- both VLA & WBC components, this would include, Ethernet edge switching and
MSIL (not part of WBCC)
- VLA, MSAN functionality, Voice routers, Access Gateway Control, Session
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Border Control

- WBC component, MSAN functionality, Broadband Remote Access Server

CP5

Clarification is required as to who will be providing the underlying service and
products to meet certain regulatory requirements such as Text Direct and
Nuisance Call Service.

CP6

The document states that BT Wholesale will be consuming the MPF product
provided by Openreach in order to deliver WBCC. This raises the question of
whether BTW should also consume the MPF product in order to facilitate the initial
migration from 20 to 21CN products. It could be argued that the initial migration to
21CN is equivalent to CP6’s own NGN rollout. In order to migrate customers to its
NGN, CP6 have had to comply with the relevant forecasting / ordering process
and also have incurred the quoted migrations costs as quoted by Openreach. It
appears to be disingenuous that BT Wholesale do not have to follow the same
processes and incur the same costs as other CPs who are delivering similar
products to their (wholesale and retail) customers.

CP8

| do not agree that WBCC should consume full MPF. | think that WBCC Voice and
WBCC Broadband should each consume SMPF with either 'service' being
provided independently or concurrently. |f my suggestion of an Underlying
Connectivity Product is adopted, then either WBCC service (voice or broadband)
will be provided over the full or shared UCP.

BT Initial response:
BTW plans on consuming MPF, Openreach backhaul, and VLC but not VLA.

BTW, like any other CP, is obliged to meet Openreach forecasting and ordering
processes BTW incurs the same charges for migrations costs etc as other CPs.

The network design includes SBCs, AGCF, MSANSs (including virtual access
gateways) and Ethernet Edge Switches.

CPs will be responsible for delivering regulatory requirements such as Text Direct
and Nuisance Call Service.

WBCC CP1

Network

design
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It would be helpful to understand what else makes up the network aspects of the
service and greater detail on MSAN functionality.

cpP2

Why would CPs need to manage a protocol to a gateway (SIP UNI) and not
directly interact with the MSANs? Could BT detail how it came to the conclusion
that extra complexity and costs were required?

Aggregation access will be afforded inline with WBC (currently defined as 20
nodes). CPs might wish not to deploy call servers in locations where they have
MSILs. The footprint of the managed option might consequently be different
between WBC and its VLA feature. As an example, CP2 might wish to have two
call servers and more than ten unmanaged WBC delivery pops.

Each end user line would be associated with a specific CP signalling Access
Point: this approach introduces points of failures in the design which are clearly
not a desirable. BT should propose alternative approaches removing single points
of failure.

WBC would consume SMPF and WBCC MPF: WBC is made available with
several qualities of service. One of them is the “Real Time” which is mainly
developed as a support for VOIP. We expect the VLA feature of WBCC to be
somehow “better Quality” than the VOIP real time offer. But we also believe there
is a market for the VOIP Real Time. To enable greater differentiation between
offer and allowing the largest success possible to WBC we would suggest BT
Wholesale should request BLA from Openreach as an alternative to SMPF.

WBCC availability 99.992%: Could BT Wholesale explain the derivation of that
figure? The Backhaul solution we have seen so far do not allow such availability.
Could BT also deliver the time to fix when a MSAN is failing? Could BT also
communicate the time to fix when an MSIL fails? CP2 wishes to understand the
level of resilience built into the backhaul. This is especially true between
exchanges and metro-nodes.

Could we get correct one(s):

¢ Voice functionality on the MSAN.

Voice Availability from an end-uer perspective in the BT side (from end-user to
MSIL interface on CP side).

CP3

With regard to having the same Backhaul (VLANSs), it is noted that VLANS are in 2
places:
e Access network - from the MSAN to the BRAS. CP3’s preferred solution would

be to have dedicated VLANS but currently are only offered shared in WBC.
e Backhaul (MSIL). We anticipate this to be dedicated to CP3 and to terminate at
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a CP3 node.

CP3 would like further clarity on the network solution and how it might be split and
sold. There appear to be some inconsistencies between Figure 1 and Figure 2 on
some of the flows. The actual number of media and signalling SVLANs required to
get full coverage is also not clear.

It is important for us to have a clear view of how end to end QoS solution would
work including all parts supplied by BT Wholesale. This includes the bandwidth
allocation / prioritisation of WBCC voice traffic across the BTW network and how
the WBCC media and signalling prioritisation fits with other schemes currently
proposed within WBC and MSIL.

The product seems to offer the option of signalling resiliency but it is not obvious
how media resiliency would be achieved. We would welcome options on media
resiliency and would like to understand further. We would also like consideration
of Business customer requirements for additional resilience — for example offered
by dual parenting.

CP6

CP6 strongly support the view that a CP should be able to aggregate VLANs from
other wholesale 21CN products (WBC / VLA) within the same MSIL that is being
used to pass WBBC traffic to the CP’s chosen destination — ie a CP should not be
required to have a dedicated MSIL for WBBC traffic if they have existing MSILs
which the traffic could be routed through.

In terms of the specification that the copper circuit would be compliant with, we
would expect that this would be significantly higher than the current SIN349
standard — CP6 believe that this level of specification is not appropriate for the BB
speeds which are currently being delivered in the market (where 2Mb could be
seen to be the “standard” speed).

BT Initial response:

NB: Not all of industry’s questions can be fully answered at this time as the
network design is not sufficiently mature. BT will engage with industry specifically
and will include End to end design; MSAN functionality; Resiliency; QoS levels
and implementations; Bandwidth allocations and traffic prioritisation; capacity
management including call admission support and policies, Service Availability
and SLAs etc.

The inclusion of the AGCF provides the best blend of cost; security and SIP
feature support and allows multiple CPs to gain access to a single MSAN.

CPs do not need to locate their call server(s) at points where they have MSILs.

BTW will consider an alternative approach to associating end user lines to a
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specific CP signalling access point.

BTW will consider the support for additional voice media QoS levels to
complement Real Time.

BTW does not propose to offer a dedicated VLAN (and implied dedicated MSAN)
option.

As an unmanaged service, MSILs will be dedicated to a CP and will be terminated
at one of the proposed 20 interconnect points. CPs will be able to aggregate other
SVLANSs for other services on the same MSIL.

BTW will consume standard MPF copper access from Openreach.

BTW proposes to provide support for voice features inline with SIP standards to
enable CPs to create differentiated feature sets. Specific voice requirements were
submitted through the VLC condoc.

The current WBCC network design requires intra MSAN calls to be tromboned by
the border gateway and as such BTW is currently investigating possible
resolutions to this issue. BT will engage with industry specifically on this point.

Non
Functional
aspects and
migrations

CP1

We would like to see any-to-any migration variants developed in a symmetrical
fashion. These will need to include migrations to and from all possible scenarios
for end user broadband and Voice. Including migration from WLR2 (not just
WLR3).

We would like to understand further how BTW intends to approach different
consumer migration processes for voice and broadband where, dependent on the
product, the process maybe MAC based or letter facilitation. Typically, we would
expect migration rules to match those that are probable for each of the product
components (currently, advice of transfer letters for VLA, MAC for WBC) but
recognise this may present operational and process issues.

cpP2

We would appreciate to get user cases documented explaining all migration types
possible. Migrations from WBC to WBCC under same CP) and also between CPs
have to be considered. We also need to understand WBCC to LLU SMPF
migrations.

CP3

Clarity on the process for ordering and migrating between services is required and
we would like to understand this further via bilaterals.
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CP5

Process and charges for platform migrations. As the number of platform
permutations increases, there requires being in place a simplified and effective
platform migration process with a fair charging regime.

A question was raised regarding customers in scenarios where they have a VLA
product and a WBCC or an SMPF BB product; they leave their home and only
cancel their voice line. Will a new customer moving in to that home be able to
have a new BB product if only the PSTN line is cancelled and not the WBCC or
SMPF BB product?

CP6

One of the areas where WBCC seems to introduce operational complications is
that of customer migrations between WBCC and other CP products. CP6 expect
that customers who receive a WBCC service will be able to migrate:
a) To an alternative WBCC provider (WBCC CP 1 to WBCC CP 2)
b) To an alternative MPF provider (WBCC to LLU MPF)
c) To an alternative BB provider (WBCC to IPStream / WBC / SMPF while
retaining voice with existing CP).
d) To an alternative Voice provider (WBCC to WLR / VLA while retaining
Broadband service with existing CP).

The key issues that are presented by the above options are those where the
customer is retaining either the voice or BB service with the current CP. For
example:

When a customer moves a single element of their service, what product will the
existing CP be providing to the customer? The assumption is that the customer
will be provided with VLA by the current CP (if the customer moves their BB
service only) or provided with WBC (if the customer moves their Voice service
only). If this is indeed the case, what are the contractual arrangements between
BTW are the existing CP? For example, if the end-user moves their BB service to
an IPStream / SMPF supplier the existing CP may not have a contract with
Openreach to deliver Voice Line Access as a standalone product — will it be the
case that BTW will offer this as a standalone Wholesale product or will the
contractual relationship be forced to move directly to Openreach?

The above issue is likely to causes issues with a CP’s management of its
customer base — for example, the CP is likely to be offering discounted pricing to
customers who are taking both Voice and BB services — if one of these services is
migrated, it is possible that the CP will want to change their commercial offering to
their customer.

Mass migrations — will BTW offer a mass migration service to take customers from
WLR / VLA to WBCC. This would be in-line with the Mass Migration service that
Openreach offer for existing MPF providers. When using the Mass Migration
service, the CP needs to own the current relationship for the customer’s line
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service — CP6 would expect that the same principle be extended to WBCC.

Will BTW look to extend support in dealing with the issues of TAGs when
attempting to supply WBCC in the same manner that is provided for the IPStream
/ SMPF services currently.

CP6 expect the WBCC product to provide similar “common portfolio products” to
that which are extended by OR in the WLR / MPF areas. These include:
a) Customer requested engineering activity (e.g. internal / external shift of
line / NTE)

b) Special fault investigation service.
¢) A variety of Care Levels to support business and residential customers.

CP6 would be interested to know BTW'’s view on how directory entries and
phonebook requests will be managed. Will BTW offer a “bureau” service into the
Directory Solutions area of the BT Group — or will a CP have to establish a direct
relationship with Directory Solutions?

In conjunction with the previous comments on the complexity of service migrations
(where a customer retains one of the services), it would appear that the
messaging required from BTW is going to be significantly more complex than any
existing products that are offered by BTW / OR. For example, when a customer
moves the BB element of their service, will the CP receive:

a) WBCC pending cease notification

b) VLA pending provide notification (and from who?)

)
) WBCC actual cease notification
) VLA go-live notification

c

d
If this is the case, this will be a new scenarios whereby an existing CP has the
product they are delivering being migrated to an alternative product without the
same CP placing such a request— this is likely to have significant impacts on CP’s
CRM systems.

BT Initial Response:
BT plans to offer fair and equitable migrations capability for WBCC.

Until industry defines and agrees a MAC process for MPF based products,
migrations between CPs will be undertaken using the current AoT process.

BTW appreciates the focus industry has placed on this subject area. BTW is in the
process of developing a detailed migrations options end user / CP scenarios and
process issues statement (incorporating input from industry) and will specifically
engage with industry on the subject as part of the ongoing WBCC consultation.

Voice / VLC CP1

features and

Number o . o

Ranges It is important that, where feasible, the Voice Line Access (VLA) product
supported within WBCC is identical in functionality to the standalone VLA variant.
Communications Providers (CPs) may wish to offer generic voice services to their
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customers irrespective of whether they are also providing Wholesale Broadband
Connect supported Broadband to the same end user.

As VLA is seen as a replacement service to WLR+CPS (albeit with important
differences), it is essential that VLA functionality meets the same levels of
functionality as WLR+CPS. These points are picked up in our response to the VLA
consultation.

Number Ranges

We note that in the table of possible valid number ranges, BTW have omitted:

03

16xxx (yet to be launched)

118xxx (as opposed to 118 118)

Can BTW confirm whether these ranges would be valid and supported by WBCC?
CcP2

We also expect that ability to differentiate will enable for each CP alignment
between WBBCC and what ever LLU offers it develops. CP2 would like to
participate to the commercial development of the VLC definition models: per
features, flat...

CP2 has answered to the VLC Feature consultation. As expressed during the
bilateral the main concern of CP2 is to keep delivering to its customers the same
services via different networks. To achieve this target CP2 wishes that VLC
features could be developed so that each CP could choose which features should
be activated. We believe the per CP approach is suited.

Voice features and services will be those supported by SIP UNI interfaces and
would enable CPs to offer 21CN PATS compliant services. CP2 agrees with this
approach.

CP3

As stated in our response, the launch of WBCC should not be delayed until a full
voice feature set is available, but should be launched with a basic, common
feature set.

Section 3.3 of the consultation refers to a trade-off between the feature-set on
WBC and cost. We are keen to engage on the subject of feature set and cost,
and have previously submitted specific proposals regarding our requirements

relating to feature set which we would like to discuss during future bilaterals.
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CP3 has some detailed issues on the proposed set of number ranges which we
will discuss with BTW via bilaterals.

CP3 in principle supports the use of Standards but does not view full Industry
agreement / concurrence to Standards as a dependency to launch the WBCC
product. We expect BT Wholesale to publish a draft spec for review by interested
CPs, possibly involving NICC. After review this would be an EOI spec, and so a
'standard’' for WBCC, therefore CP3 does not expect it to go to a formal standards
body prior to launch.

CP4

CP4 continues to require that VLA provides an equivalent service to WLR; that is,
an efficient operator should be able to construct a service using VLA that can
exactly replicate any service that can be provided using WLR. Any variations from
this principle must be specifically agreed by Ofcom following consultation. We
believe that this product should be provided on Equivalence of Input basis, and
nothing in this response constitutes agreement that the BT proposals meet any
requirement for consultation within the Undertakings

CcpP7

Clearly the deployment of the 21CN by BT and NGNs by other CPs represents a
product development opportunity. However, whatever final product specifications
are agreed by BT and industry, the development of those products should not be
rushed. CP7 is concerned that BT has set an unnecessarily aggressive timetable
for launch for the VLA / WBCC products. Specifically, concerns centre on the
considerable amount of Standards work outstanding.

CP8

| think that the launch should be delayed to summer 2009, or as determined in
consultation with industry.

BT Initial Response:

BTW understands that the features and services offered by VLC will enable CPs
to provide a voice offering that will be analogous with WLR. Due to SIP
implementation and the dependencies on CP call servers, it should not be
assumed that end users will receive an identical service to WLR plus Wholesale
Calls.

BTW will continue to investigate options for offering voice feature packages, for
example, basic voice features vs those required by small business.

BTW continues to plan for three launch phases during which increased voice
feature support would be made available.
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It is not in BT’s interest to be overly aggressive in completing VLC or launching
WBCC. Launch dates indications (and latter commitments) are/will be based on a
careful technical and risk assessments including NICC standards considerations.

VLC will be based on a SIP UNI standards implementation and as long as CP Call
server / soft switch equipment conforms to these standards; they should be able to
achieve communality between WBCC voice features and those offered elsewhere
on their networks.

BTW believe that additional number ranges such as 03; 16xxx (yet to be
launched); 118xxx (as opposed to 118 118); could be supported by WBCC / VLC
and confirmation will be obtained from the VLC technical working group.

Product
General and
0SS

CcP2
Single interface: CP2 definitely supports that approach.
CP3

CP3 would insist on a clear process and timeline to a committed product and
technical spec as quickly as possible, validated in hothouses with CPs. CP3
would not accept the need for WBCC to emulate PSTN as a default position for
launch.

CP3 sees no demand for VLA but recognises Industry's requirement to utilise a
common gateway.

We would like to understand in more detail what is being proposed and what
operational tools are required. One of our key drivers is to increase customer
satisfaction and capability, enabled via intuitive diagnostic tools and therefore
would like to understand what the tools deliver, how they can be visible to end
users and enable management of the customer experience.

CP5

It would be desirable to be able to re-use WLR3 APIs / Interfaces for VLA as far as
possible. Also, need to be able to re-use separate interfaces for VLA and WBC in
the event that we move to WBC Converged.

For WBCC activation, there must be a process that enables VLA and WBC to be
activated at different time

BT Initial Response:
BTW will with engage with industry regarding the development and

communication of the OSS and B2B interfaces for WBCC. At this stage, there are
no plans to provide a common interface to WLR.
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Glossary of terms

21CN
BB
BRAS
BT

CP
DSLAM
EOI

IPVPN
MPF
MSAN
MSIL
NTE
PSTN
SMPF
SVLAN
WBC

BT’s 21° Century Network

Broadband

Broadband Remote Access Server
British Telecommunications
Communication Provider

Digital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexer
Equivalence of Input

Internet Protocol

Internet Protocol Virtual Private Network
Metallic Path Facility

Multi-Service Access Node

Multi Service Interconnect Link

Network Termination Equipment

Public Switched Telephone Network
Shared Metallic Path

Shared Virtual Local Area Network

Wholesale Broadband Connect
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