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Go/No Go & Fallback Criteria Workshop

Meeting Summary


23rd May 2006, 13.30 – 16.00, BTC
Meeting Objectives & Scope:
The aims of this session is to develop a common understanding of:

· the principles which are practical to underpin Go/NO Go and fallback/abort for individual DLE/DSLAM migrations
· the governance structure which will operate around these criteria 

This will support the development of a BT proposal which will be subject to formal consultation with Communication Providers following this workshop

Meeting Summary
This workshop was the second in a series of subject matter specific workshops looking a different aspects of the Migration Command & Control structure for End Customer Migration 

1
Welcome & Introductions

Liz Walsh (Consult21) welcomed all to the meeting and round the table introductions took place. 
Liz explained some CPs were attending the session by audio and the phone was position so that the presenter could most easily be heard which would make it difficult to actively participate in all elements of the debate, however the meeting would try to make it as easy as possible to participate by phone. The aim would be to capture the salient points within the meeting summary.
2
Migration Command & Control Consultation Framework
(Slides available – ref MCC_ConsultationFramework_180506_Issue 1.1)

Liz took the meeting through a brief slide pack reminding the meeting of the consultation to date and the approach for the next phase of consultation, apologising to those who had attended the workshop on the 18th as this would be the second time that they had heard this. 
Migration Command & Control was an important component of planning and managing the migration of End Customers, providing a clear structure for Communication Providers and CPs before, during and after migration. Liz explained that the purpose of the workshops was to help BT ensure that its design was fit for purpose by exploring and gaining a greater understanding on some of CP requirements. 
Liz highlighted that three workshops had initially been scheduled, each covering a separate element of the MCC design:

· Scheduling & PEWs – what information is exchanged and in which format and timescales to enable CPs to plan for migration and prepare their end customers

· Go/No Go decisions and Fallback Criteria – enabling CPs to understand the framework within which BT will make decisions during ‘On the Night’ migration (Today)
· Fault Diagnostics & Service Management – what information needed to exchange hands and what protocols should be adopted by BT and CPs during the period immediately before, during and after migration to facilitate the management of End Customers and minimising negative impact

Liz explained that the intention for was for the session to be as interactive as possible and was not about BT presenting a proposal. BT had prepared some slides which aimed to facilitate discussion by articulating some of BT’s initial thoughts on the principles of their design proposal and also illustrated what existed today.

Liz said that the two remaining workshops (Measures and Wargame planning) would be scheduled in mid July after the release of the three BT Proposals and the conclusion of their consultations, as it was felt that a more detailed understanding of the design by CPs and BT was required to make those workshops effective. Ian Hopkins (BTr) asked that BT select another term to be used as opposed to War gaming and BT agreed to change the name.
AP 230506 – 1
assigned to BT

Ian (Hopkins) asked what had happened with the requirements that had been collected at the Scheduling & PEWs workshop and Liz explained that nothing had been lost those requirements/issues had been captured and would be either assigned:

· to be managed within the Scheduling & Pews process

· within one of the other work streams within MC&C structure design

· within the appropriate work stream with Implementation & Migration Working Group if considered outside the scope of MC&C
John Campbell (BTGS) asked for clarification on where the decision gates existing in the period leading up to migration. Liz explained that in her view there were three kinds of criteria which BT and CPs needed to discuss and agree:

· Confidence gates – which will help BT and CPs understand whether they are on track to be ready for Pathfinder (which will be monitored through the IMWG)

· Pathfinder Entry Criteria – which will help define CP and BT readiness to start migration in Pathfinder (through Pathfinder Experts and currently subject to migration)

· Go/No Go Criteria – which will apply on a DLE or DSLAM specific basis and determine whether the conditions exist on a specific migration to go ahead in a minimal risk manner 

Alan Shelmerdine (Global Crossing) said that there was a relationship between the different criteria as they ultimately underpinned the migration of End Customers they just worked on different levels. It was agreed that these confidence gates need to be built and agreed so that they can be regularly reviewed at the IMWG. 

Post meeting note: initial discussions took place at the Pathfinder Experts meeting on 24/05/06 on what these confidence gates should look like and an action assigned to develop an initial framework for review at IMWG

3       Go/No Go Criteria 

(Slides available- ref MCC_230506_Issue1, slides 2-4)

Ian Pomford (BTW) explained that BT’s view was that it would base the Migration Command & Control Structure largely on business as usual practices to minimise the impact on both BTW and its Communication Provider customers. Central to the successful operation of the Migration Command & Control Structure would be BT’s established and experienced Network Management Centre (NMC) at Oswestry and the NMC would be responsible for making the decision to Go/not to Go against the framework.
Ian then explained that although the principles outlined within the slides seemed simplistic eg “Status of 21CN” there were a raft of criteria underpinning these activities such as network stability, performance and data integrity which the NMC in their central role as the monitors of BT’s network would be monitoring to ensure that it was a safe environment to conduct migration.

Alan Shelmerdine asked whether BT would have a fully resilient network solution in place for Pathfinder. Chris said that he believed that for the first one or two DLEs migrating BT would only have two metronodes up and running off which the Pathfinder MSANs would be operating but by the time the third DLE was migrated all three metronodes would be operational so it should be a transitory state.

Post meeting note – an action has been raised on the Pathfinder Experts meeting to confirm the level of resilience that BT anticipates having in place during each phase of Pathfinder being clear about where this differs from the “21CN design intent”

Ian explained that BT’s view was that another criteria for being able to continue and go ahead with migration was that BT had:

· informed its Communication Provider customers in line with the scheduling process
· PEWs had been raised and were active for the migration period

However Ian said one area that BTW was considering was the impact of emergency planned works being received. It was a balancing act between aborting work which CPs and BT had been planning for, for six months and which aborting would required some re-planning and re-notification of End Customers and the need for undertaking emergency planned works. In reality this would only probably affect a Go/No Go decision where it was within the same geography or affected emergency services/safeguarding of life responsibilities.

Avtar Dahele (C&W) asked whether BTW should be working with the mobile operators to make sure that they do not plan their own engineering works within the same window as a migrating DLE within a similar geography as End Customers and CPs will be using mobile services as the “back up” for fixed telephony services during the service interruptions arising from 21CN migration.

AP 230506 – 2
assigned to BT
John Sutherland (Thus) asked about the monitoring of mass calling events and their impact on BTs decision to Go. Ian said that the NMC monitored for these events on a BAU basis and additionally BTW would be looking to avoid scheduling DLE migrations simultaneously with a known mass calling event. Ian also explained that BT would be routinely monitoring severe weather warnings and public safety incident reported in line with its normal business as usual approach to both network management and engineering works management.
Ian Hopkins asked how BTW was planning to handle war gaming for the emergency services and working through the issues relating to the management of the emergency services through migration. It was important that there was a consistent messages being given acrss all CPs to their Emergency Authority customers. Liz agreed that these were important issues but outside the scope of the Migration Command & Control however she perhaps the most appropriate way forward was to hold an IMWG Experts session specifically to look at the management of the Emergency Services during migration.

AP 230506 – 3
assigned to Consult21

Discussions then moved to how the impact of the Emergency Services saying that they had an issue would impact upon migration. Ian Hopkins said that he did not feel that it was BT’s or the CPs place to determine whether an incident being managed by the Emergency Services would impact upon their ability to go ahead with migration, this did very much rely on the judgement of the Emergency Services concerned. Ian Pomford explained that this was business as usual practice for BT in planning for any network engineering activity and with 21CN BT’s Emergency Planning team would be in close contact with the Emergency Services.
Ian (Pomford) explained that from a BTW perspective if a incident on the scale of the London Bombings or Manchester Fire happened again it would be unlikely that BT would decide to go ahead with migration even if in a very remote (from the incident) geographic location. A network incident in the southwest which had been diagnosed to being caused by cable failure or cable damage might not necessarily stop a migration in the North West or Scotland going ahead.
Avtar asked how BT planned to incorporate CP’s own individual Go/No decisions into the matrix as some CPs may have situations arising on the night which affect their ability to manage End Customer migration effectively. Liz said that there had been some debate at the Scheduling & PEWs workshop about what criteria might be acceptable for a CP to request a change in the date of migration and this seemed to be a similar debate. The scheduling meeting had concluded after their debate that it was not going to practical for CPs to change significant numbers of dates as this simply generated an potentially large administration exercise of considering and adjudicating change requests for all parties and would mean that CPs who had already started the communication process with their major customers in preparing for migration had to “restart” the process – the default needed to be that the date was the date. The exception that had been identified at the meeting was that change requests were appropriate to be raised in cases where a change could address as issue concerning one or all CP’s or their End Customers being able to effectively manage the “threat to life” circumstances.
Dave Jackson (BTW said that he was unsure how a process which moved outside these definitions would operate – if it was one CP with a fault on its network which affected 5% of the total End Customers was it appropriate that that CP could effectively veto End Customer migration. If we were to adopt such a process that would mean that both BT and the remaining CPs would be impacted by the aborted cost and resources of planning to migrate. 
Chris said that in his view if BTW responsible for taking the decision and accountable if they got such a decision wrong, then there was no issue. 

Liz shared with the meeting her view that the key to the success of migration was having a clear framework within which people on the ground could make decisions – there simply was not time for debate particularly if we start looking at the fallback criteria. BTWs basic proposal was that as 21CN was a BT programme on a BT network,  it was BT who was responsible for making the decision but recognising the impact on End Customers and its CP customers it felt it was appropriate to have a dialogue with CPs about the framework/criteria for those decisions to be taken, hence consultation on the criteria. 

AP 230506 – 4
assigned to Industry

AP 230506 – 5
assigned to BT

Ian Owen-Smith (BTr) asked whether the 10PM Go/No Go was a hard and Fast final decision. Ian (Pomford) said that any process like this must be flexible and if relevant circumstances later arose which would affect the integrity of the original decision, then BT would decide to Abort. 
Alan Turner (BTW) said that really on the night after 10PM when the “final” final decision had been taken to go, it was really a matter of Aborting in the event that a situation arose that required BT to overturn that decision. Chris Danzelman (C&W) said in which case its about planning for success but being clear about the circumstances/criteria which will make us decide to stop at any point. 
Liz asked whether there were any circumstances where BTW might declare a GO at 10PM but perhaps highlighting a couple of “risks” that it is watching (but expects to cleared before migration starts) as that might be a good way of dealing with the ethos established earlier in the meeting that everyone should keep assuming it’s a Go until it’s a stop. Ian (Pomford) explained that for BTW the key was always understanding how much time you had before the busy hour hit and what the anticipated duration of migration was and therefore after which point there was no alternative but to Abort.

4       Fallback Criteria & Fallback Governance
(Slides available- ref MCC_230506_issue1, slides 5-9)

John (Campbell) asked whether the fallback being discussed within MCC was about the ‘How’ or the ‘Why’? Alan Turner explained that it was really about the why, the how was being discussed at the Implementation & Migration Working Group. Alan outlined that his slides tried to provide CPs with an understanding of the governance around decisions to fallback and considerations for the communication of the decision.

John (Sutherland) asked whether BT would be contacting all CP NMCs on the night of migration if something were to go wrong. Ian (Pomford) said that BT’s thoughts were to use a process based upon the existing NEAT Process (which manages serious incidents such as the Manchester Fire). Avtar & John believed there would be benefit in BTW having an open conference bridge with CPs to report progress against or to ask questions. Ian explained that the NEAT process does include a broadcast style bridge for information updates.
Alan (Turner) then took the meeting through slides 5-9 to highlight BT’s current thinking. Ian (Hopkins) asked whether there was a project plan available on the web on the development of the MCC structure that CPs could review. BT agreed that it would review what milestones were appropriate to share with CPs to enable progress towards the implementation of the MCC structure to be reviewed.
AP 230506 – 6
assigned to BT

Ian (Hopkins) re-iterated his concern expressed at the scheduling & PEWs workshop that some elements of the MCC structure may not be available until towards the end of Pathfinder.  Alan (Turner) said that he did hope that the elements in question (portals for reporting) would be available earlier but that that might be the case.

Alan (Shelmerdine) asked if BT would be looking at increased fault volumes as one of the criteria for fallback which would be important given that towards the end of pathfinder and during Mass migration multiple DLEs would be being migrated in a given week creating difficult where potentially fallback may be required at one DLE whilst another is being migrated. Alan (Turner) confirmed that this is one of the areas that BT would be monitoring but that BT’s first choice would always be to fix the problem rather than fallback. BT would however parallel track the preparation of fallback in case the problem can’t be fixed. Alan explained that one exception to this principle being worked through by BTW’s perspective was inability to manage emergency calls.

Ian (Pomford) said this was one of the areas where he believed use of the NEAT process or similar would help BT and CPs during migration as BT could use the process to keep CPs informed of progress in terms of “restore” and fallback. Alan (Turner) confirmed that an Aborted or “fallen” DLE would be rescheduled in accordance with the Scheduling & PEWs process.
Ian (Owen-Smith) asked whether BTW would consider there to be different fallback criteria for voice and Broadband services given the different End Customer perceptions of the services – frequent errors leading to loss of service for PSTN may be more acceptable that they are for an “always on service”. Alan explained that BT had not yet considered this but will do so.

Ian (Hopkins) said that many Emergency Authorities and End Customers may use VOIP services for voice calls. Alan (Turner) said that the terms and conditions of VOIP services generally exclude their use for 999 calls. Clive Feather (Thus) said whilst this was currently the case there was a current consultation document from Ofcom proposing that unless specifically excluded Service Providers would be bound to provide some level of ‘service guarantee’. Ian (Hopkins) said that the problem was likely to get bigger as VOIP usage increased over the 5 year migration period.

Liz said that, although she was not familiar with the Ofcom document, her understanding was:

· VOIP was a service provider product not a BTW product

· BTW/Consult21 could only look at processes which managed their products through migration whilst seeking to minimise the impact on CPs services to end customers. 
· Therefore if the Ofcom consultation did result in a change to the general terms and conditions for voice then this would be an issue for each service provider, requiring them to define their approach to it and if necessary ensure was backed off with their “network service partners”. 
· This seemed to be an industry wide problem based on the fact that there was no technical solution in place which would affect general engineering rearrangement activity and as such was not a 21CN specific problem
Alan (Turner) confirmed that BTW was currently considering options for the management of emergency calls during Broadband migration.

Mohammed Talkular (AOL) suggested that BT’s slide 6 would make a useful template for the structure of the BT proposal and could be applied to the Go/No Go just as well as the Fallback criteria.

5       Summary of meeting & agreement on key issues

New Actions:
	Detail
	Action

	BT to reflect the new name for War Gaming within future MCC documentation
	AP 230506 – 1

Dave Jackson

	BT to include a requirement for co-ordinating with Mobile Operators to ensure planned engineering works on their networks are not scheduled for similar geographic areas/times to those subject to 21CN migration to ensure that an alternative  services is available to End Customers during migration
	AP 230506 – 2

Alan Turner (BT)

	Consult21 to set up an Emergency Services migration experts forum to work through the detail of the impact of migration on the emergency services.
	AP 230506  – 3

Consult21

	Industry (and particularly C&W who initially raised the issue) to identify additional circumstances in which they would want BT not to ahead with End Customer migration outside of the already agreed circumstance which is their inability (or their appropriate End customers inability) to manage services which are key to managing the “threat to life”
	AP 230506  – 4

Industry 

	BT to consider any suggestions put forward by CPs under AP 230506 – 4
	AP 230506  – 5

Ian Pomford (BT)

	BT to consider what milestones  can be set for MCC design & implementation for progress review with CPs
	AP 230506  – 6

Dave Jackson (BT)

	Consult21 to convene a conference call to enable meeting attendee comments & feedback on the draft BT proposal
	AP 230506  – 7
Consult21


All actions to be cleared by next meeting unless otherwise stated

11
Meeting Forward Plan

The meeting agreed that a conference call would be convened to review the draft BT proposal a couple of days prior to the formal issue to CPs for consultation to support BT making the document as fit for purpose as possible. It was agreed that attendees of this session would be invited and the draft document circulated to them in advance of the call to facilitate it on the understanding that it was not for wider distribution.

AP 230506 – 7 
assigned to Consult21

Next Meetings:

MCC Experts: Fault Diagnostics & Service Management = 24th May @ 2pm
Slides Available at www.btwholesale.com/consult21
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