Consult21 

Implementation & Migration Working Group (I&MWG)

Migration Command & Control Experts:

Scheduling & Pews Workshop

Meeting Summary


18th May 2006, 10:00 – 13.00, Hatton House

Meeting Objectives & Scope:
The aims of this session is to develop a common understanding of:

· the principles which are practical to apply for a process for distributing migration schedules including the Change Control process

· the relationship of such a process to the Planned Engineering Works Notice process 

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 first 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 apologised for the error on the agenda which showed the meeting starting at 2pm  in the header as opposed to 10am on the planner and on the timings part, hopefully that had not caused too much confusion
One Communication Provider (Thus) had asked to attend the session via audio but this had not been possible due to the lack of conference facilities within the venue.
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. 
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

· 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 each workshop would be followed by the development of a BT Proposal which would be issued to CPs for consultation. The purpose of the multi-lateral workshop was to help BT make its proposals as fit for purpose as possible from both a design and content perspective.

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 highlighted that the two remaining workshops (Measures and Wargame planning) would be scheduled in mid July after the release of the 3 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) highlighted that his key concern was how BT planned to manage the Emergency Services during migration – it may not be acceptable to Call Handling Centres for the emergency services to be told:

· That migration may happen between a fairly long window (midnight to 6am) and they must provide an alternative Call Handing Centre for that period

· That Migration may be stopped at the last moment when arrangements have already been made forcing them to plan again.

Ian also stated that a number of Police Call Centres now use VOIP and therefore consideration needed to be given to these factors. Additionally some centres will not have alternative route to another DLE to support alternative call handling arrangements being implemented. Ian said that there was an opportunity for Communication Providers to the Emergency Services and other sensitive End Customer groups to “upsell” in cases where “reliability, resilience and redundancy did not exist as these End Customers would also not be protected in the case of fire, cable damage etc (for them, their CP or BT at the local Exchange not just as a result of 21CN migration)
Liz agreed that there were many issues to be reviewed and resolved on the management of both calls to the emergency services on the ‘Night of Migration’ and the management of the Emergency Services during the migration of their own lines to 21CN. These End Customers may need to be treated as special cases (and this was the suggestion already put forward  by the IMWG) and therefore any scheduling and PEW solution which may developed will need to be capable of coping with specific sensitive End Customer migrations as well as the generality of End Customer migration. Liz said the appropriate way forward might be to hold a specific session on the management of the emergency services during migration.

Ian highlighted that it was important that the cumulative impact of migration was considered across an area, Ambulance, Fire, Police, Mountain rescue etc may have (several) different call handling and control centres across a “county area”

John Campbell (BTGS) asked whether this Scheduling & PEW process would include ISDN as well as PSTN and Broadband. It was confirmed that it did (in addition to all variants of Broadband subject to migration) and that the slides would be updated accordingly prior to distribution

John also said that one of the key things that he was looking for out of the Go/No Go Decision & Fallback Criteria workshop was a continual pulse “of re-affirmation of Go” over the months, weeks and days leading up to migration rather than a one shot at 10pm n the ‘Night of Migration’. 
Timir Patel (Global Crossing) asked whether the Migration Command & Control structure would be managing DLE to NGS migration and it was confirmed that it would not be. Interconnect re-arrangements would remain managed by BAU processes and although ultimately a pre-requisite to End Customer migration, it would not be included on the schedules issued by the MCC as Interconnect route migration was individually negotiated with CPs through the existing SAN process.
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assigned to Consult 21

3       Migration Schedule 

(Slides available- ref MCC_SLOT3&4_180506)

Jeremy Randles (BTW) then took the meeting through slide 2-4, explaining that the challenges that faced BT was the timeframes within which it made the “date” of migration available to CPs. Making the date available every early reduced BTs ability to manage round issues which may arise but too late did not leave CPs sufficient time to plan and prepare both themselves and their End Customers. 
Nigel Mason expressed his concern that BTW created an administrative nightmare for both themselves and the CPs by developing a process that encouraged CPs to request date changes to accommodate their End Customers. In reality not everyone could be pleased and whatever date was suggested someone would object.

Liz agreed that bureaucracy and Change Request for Change Request sake was not in anyone’s interest – CPs who would have to assess them and therefore lose certainty on the plan and BT who would have to manage the requests.

Ian expressed his view that the date was not really up for negotiation, it was about managing End Customers to that date and helping them through migration. This view was broadly held by all present. Liz said it was encouraging to hear that view as migration was something that had to happen it was simply a question of when and the key concern had to be mitigating risks across the End Customer base and not necessarily for individual End Customers.
Jeremy explained that BT was proposing to use a Change Request process based on the principles of the one already in operation for the Plan of record. The meeting had a brief discussion on what might constitute an acceptable change request, with a couple of proposals being suggested as potential rationale for a requested change being accepted:

· a general risk of increased negative impact on all End Customers within a location eg a significant regional event of some kind

· a matter relating to the management of public safety

The meeting did not feel that an End Customer having a significant deal or business pending in that week/on that night was generally a reason for making or accepting a change request. 

Jeremy then outlined the two principles that BT had developed out of the Requirements Capture Output, namely that:

· the Migration Schedule is issued at the week level six months out

· BT would use the PEW process to underpin the Migration Schedule for the key activities contained within slide 2 which would provide CPs with additional information and confirmation of ‘the night of migration’ at 14 calendar day out.

Jeremy asked for views on when it might be appropriate for the schedule to show the night of migration for CPs and a time frame of 3 months prior to migration was suggested and agreed.

Conversation then moved to how Change Control processes might work at both the Week and night level. Ian suggested that Change Requests could perhaps be limited and considered to the first two months following the issue of the Migration Schedule at the week level. Liz said that she thought that BT would need at least 1 month to prepare the schedule at the night level once it had been confirmed following the operation of the Change Request process. Ian confirmed that his thinking was that the two month period would include adjudication and decisions on Change Requests made. No objections were raised to this proposal. 
After discussion, attendees though that, as it was likely that CPs would be opening discussions with their End Customers on the basis that migration would happen on any night within that week and migrations would not be happening on weekend nights then there would be no need to operate a change request process following the issue of the schedule at the night level a 3 months. Attendees indicated that due to the volume of End Customer affected over the programme it was unlikely that they would be contacting anyone other than Major and sensitive End Customers at the six month out period.

Whilst the principle of Change Request was good and required, the use of them except in the most necessary of circumstances would impact on every CPs ability to effectively manage End Customers as they would then have to go back and start communication over again for the changed date.

AP 180506 – 2
assigned to BT
Timir asked when the MCC would be built and Steve Beavon (BTW) confirmed that the design of the structure is now underway with locations selected and space allocated for teams – hence the workshops now being ran to help define some of the design principles in more detail. The intention is to start implementation of some of the elements such as the Migration Schedule as early as July and gradually build the capability over the summer period whilst in parrellel running the war gaming activity. Steve said the intention during Pathfinder was to complete the build of the full range of migration tools and processes so that they could be tested.

Jeremy said that in practical terms in early Pathfinder there may be manual processes which are later replaced by tools such as a web portal for the Schedule and reporting. 
Timir expressed his view that it was necessary that the MCC was fully operational by the end of pathfinder otherwise the pilot would not be able to demonstrate that it worked and was effective. Steve said that he agreed. Liz highlighted that this was the rationale behind BT clearly identifying the operation of the MCC structure within the Exit Criteria for Pathfinder.

4       PEWs
(Slides available- ref MCC_SLOT3&4_180506)

Keith then presented slides 5-8 articulating the principles which BT was considering as the basis of its design proposal with respect to PEWs for 21CN emphasising that they key element was that it would be based on existing BAU processes.
Sam Clark (BTW) said that BTW would only be informing CPs of a No/Go and that CPs needed to be assuming that we were moving ahead unless this decision came. It was only in very unusual circumstances did BTW pull a PEW and if its doesn’t go ahead then it is rescheduled. Timir asked when it would be re-scheduled. Steve Beavon implied there would be no hard and fast rule it depend on why it had failed. CPs expressed the view that if it could not go ahead on the planned night then in their view it needed to be re-programmed for the next quarter.

John asked whether there were any exchanges with more than one DLE on the site? Steve confirmed that there are and that there are also several exchanges which serve any given number range area (such as 0121 for Birmingham) and therefore CPs would need to look at the number range block which is identified on the PEW (which will also be provided on the schedule) and identify which End Customer they have numbers within that range for PSTN & ISDN. Liz suggested that this is some analysis that CPs would need to start doing at the plan of Record level and continuing through the operation of the Migration Schedule so that they have identified their major customers who they need to speak to about which migrations within a given timeframe.

Nigel asked whether this picture was then complicated by the fact that some services would be retain on legacy and therefore not transferred to 21CN. Liz said that was the case but that this only affected the ‘On the Night’ activity as non migrating customers would be affected by grooming. Liz said that there were two categories of non migrating End Customers:

1. those taking non compliant services such as Datastream and these should be known to CPs from their customer databases

2. those who are being retained to address a known problem until an alternative 21CN solution is available eg those End Customer using Monarch PBXs but given that CPs would have to identify these customers either proactively or re-actively to BTW to enable the End Customer to be groomed and retained on legacy, CPs should also be aware of these

It was suggested that BT consider this activity within its proposal.
John asked BT to confirm whether the 14 days was calendar or working days for PEWs notifications and Keith confirmed that it was calendar days in this instance.
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assigned to BT

AP 180506 – 4
assigned to BT
AP 180506 – 5
assigned to BT

John asked where the discussions would be taking place on what information was required to flow during the ‘night of migration’ and Liz explained that this was intended to be covered during the Fault Diagnostics and Service Management Workshop on the 24th as this information was all about enabling CPs to effectively manage End Customer during migration.
John asked if BT was planning to use a PEW to cover the data verification tests which would happen for some Broadband customers. Keith explained that this was a business as usual test and BTW did not currently issue PEWs for this activity as it was generally only a very short outage. John said whilst that may be the case a short outage on BB is more likely to be noticed. Keith said that for 21CN the data verification tests would impact on less that 1% of End Customers with Sam explaining that not all of these would get an outage. John said that BTr were keen to manage their major customers through the migration process as effectively as possible.

Jeremy explained that in identifying the four key area to be covered by the Migration Schedule and underpinned by the PEW process for 21CN, BTW had considered the overall impact of the amount of information that CPs would be in receipt of especially given that to use the information to manage their End Customers they then needed to identify the End Customers affected and communicate with them. So BTW was suggesting limiting this to the key activities which would affect End Customer service. John confirmed that this was not a schedule issue as opposed to a potential PEW issue.
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assigned to BT

John asked whether BTW planned to provide a “completion notice” so that CPs could be clear that migration had finished. Sam said that there was a facility within the PEW process to notify CPs that the PEW was closed. Liz highlighted that other reporting such as whether fallback was being initiated and progress towards the completion of migration would need to be defined through the other workshops.

Ian asked how BTW could ensure that all CPs were aware of the impact of migration as this session had been poorly attended by CPs. Liz explained that Consult21 was a voluntary process and that earlier sessions during the Requirements Capture had been better attended by a wider cross section of CPs with perhaps some CPs electing to contribute to the process at the formal consultation stage. BT was designing its processes for the migration schedule based on the PEW process including PEW distribution lists so that should reach a wider audience than those CPs who have elected to participate in Consult21. BTW could only communicate with its customers and did have to rely on CPs taking on board the impacts of 21CN migration and managing their End Customers through the process effectively. 
Liz explained that BT was concerned that it needed to do as much as possible to support CPs in this process – hence the End Customer Migration Working Group which looked at generic communications to End Customers. It was probably necessary for BTW to conduct a review of the contacts it held within the PEW distribution against its customer base and communicate with those CPs who had not registered to encourage them to do so.
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assigned to BT

Ian highlighted that the key concern for him was that there was still no effective communications pack for CPs to use to communicate the impact of migration on the Emergency Services. He was also interested in how BT was planning to enact the PEW process with the Emergency services (what information and to whom)
AP 180506 – 8
assigned to Consult21

Nigel said that he believed it would be helpful if the BT proposal contained a worked example of the Migration Schedule and the PEW to help CPs better understand BT’s proposal at issue.

Ian asked how risks were managed within Consult21 and 21CN and was there any central risk database which CPs could review. Liz explained that risk analysis was a inherent part of the process for Consult21 – ensuring that BT proposals had been considered from a fit for purpose and risk perspective. It was the responsibility of the Expert/Working group to identify Industry risks on activities and discuss and agree mitigating processes/activities that could be implemented. The BT team would take away and raise within the 21CN programme any risk appropriately.
5       Summary of meeting & agreement on key issues

It was agreed that these principles seemed reasonable on which to base their Design Proposal which would be put out to formal consultation to the wider CP audience.

New Actions:

	Detail
	Action

	BT to update slide pack to make clear inclusion of ISDN in addition to PSTN & BB. Update: Revised slides circulated with minutes
	AP 180506 – 1

Consult21

(Discharged)

	BT to confirm whether weekend nights during migration are considered to be Friday Saturday or Saturday Sunday
	AP 180506 – 2

Jeremy Randles (BT)

	BT to update the slide pack (Slot3&4) to reflect that fact that it is calendar days Update: Revised slides circulated with minutes
	AP 180506  – 3

Consult21

(Discharged)

	BT to identify multiple DLE exchanges within the Migration Schedule
	AP 180506  – 4

Jeremy Randles (BT) 

	BT to confirm the “rule/principle” for DLEs at same site (do they go in a similar timeframe?
	AP 180506  – 5

Jeremy Randles (BT)

	BT to consider within its proposal the inclusion of BB Data verification tests in the PEW process
	AP 180506  – 6

Keith Flack (BT)

	BT to review the contacts with its PEW distribution against its customer base and identify and contact any CPs who do not receive PEWs
	AP 180506  – 7

Keith Flack (BT)

	Raise the issue with the End Customer Communication Migration Working Group that its believed that a communications pack is required to support communications to the Emergency services
	AP 180506  – 8

Consult21

	Circulate draft BT proposal for review to attendees of the meeting and arrange a conference call to facilitate feedback
	AP 180506  – 9

Consult21


All actions to be cleared by next meeting unless otherwise stated

11
Meeting Forward Plan

Liz asked whether the meeting wanted to hold a further conference call to discuss the topic any further. 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 180506 – 9 
assigned to Consult21

Next Meetings:

MCC Experts: Go/No Decisions & Fallback Criteria = 23rd May @ 1.30pm
MCC Experts: Fault Diagnostics & Service Management = 24th May @ 2pm
Slides Available at www.btwholesale.com/consult21
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