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Implementation & Migration Working Group (I&MWG)

Migration Command & Control Experts

Meeting Summary


3rd August 2006, 10.00-14.00, Faraday Showcase
Meeting Objectives & Scope:
The aims of this session are to:

· Enable an open dialogue between BTW and CPs on the options/issues arising from BTW’s scheduling and PEWs function design following the conclusion of the recent consultation
· Enable CPs to feedback on BTW’s proposed Management reporting information (as detailed in C21-IM-015)

· Open discussions on MCC interface discussions and identify opportunities for CP learning
Meeting Summary
0
Welcome & Introductions

Liz Walsh (Consult21) welcomed all to the meeting and round the table introductions took place. A list of attendees can be found in Annex B
1
Migration Command & Control Experts – Work Plan
Liz summarised the activities for the Expert Group over August and September:
Late August
BTW design brief (C21-IM-016)
26th September
MCC Workshop

Design Briefings

Liz explained that the design briefing(s) would cover 

· The MCC structure for mass migration (focussing on BRW/CP interfaces)

· A gap analysis between Pathfinder phases and the MCC mass migration design

· An analysis back to the MCC Requirement capture identifying which requirements have been fulfilled through the design

Liz said that in practical terms the design briefing may be delivered in several tranches over this period in order to get information out to CPs as quickly as possible.
Steve Blackshaw (BTW) said that this first documentation release would not include the service fulfilment detail (ie ordering) at initial release as this area of the design was lagging slightly behind the other areas including fault management but BTW would look to include this as soon in a subsequent issue as soon as possible.

Liz said that she had asked the BTW team delivering the expert forums on implementation eg Broadband Migration Forum to include a specific agenda slot within their workshops on MCC so that CPs could understand the end to end picture – the TE process and the MCC process that manages it. 

Steve said that CPs needed to understand that the Briefings would not be BTWs designs for MCC but rather focus on the elements that CPs needed to understand in order to interface and prepare to interface to the MCC. Rob Llewellyn (AOL) said he understood the sensitivities however BTW needed to recognise that the consultation process included building the CPs confidence in that BTWs approach was thorough and had covered all the angles so sometime it needed to be prepared to answer questions (within the limits of commercial confidence) outside of this narrow scope (even if only verbally) to achieve this.

Liz emphasised that recognising that some issue were commercially sensitive, BTW aim was to be as transparent as possible ijn order to build CPs understanding of BTWs migration plans and how they impact on CPs and what CPs need to do to prepare for migration and therefore increase their confidence.

2       Scheduling & PEWs 

(Slides available- ref MCC_030806_issue1
Marc Reeve (BTr) asked whether BTW could provide formats of the PEWs at an early stage so that CPs could get better understand them.  Steve said that the formats would be subject to any systems development (and his final slide indicated the potential timescales for this) however it might be possible to provide the dataset as part of the design briefing

AP 030806 – 1 
assigned to BTW
There was a wide ranging discussion on PEWs which covered the following points:
· Blanket PEWs were acceptable for PSTN migration. These would take the form of for TCP/grooming – a list of DLEs to have TCP installed within a two week window, for cut-over – specifying the night.
· PSTN PEWs could be raised for the entire DLE rather than at CONC level, This would work for Pathfinder as the schedule works at the CONC level and will enable CPs to translate between the two
· ISDN2 – CPs expressed a concern that blanket PEWs (as per PSTN) might not be appropriate for ISDN2 which is also used to carry data/hasc a slightly longer outage than PSTN due to the “gracefully out of serving”. BTW said that the key issue here was being able to identify ISDN2 services to the engineering teams as in order to retain the flexibility to the engineering teams and suppliers to try not to cut off calls in progress for pre-migration activities (TCP install and grooming) then BTW had had to provide flexibility within two week window regarding the sequencing of the work – but with the principle that you can only cut-off a call in progress once you have tried (and not been able to) carry out the activity 3 times.

AP 030806 – 2 
assigned to BTW
Many of the CPs present were not experts in PEWs and identified a need to verify requirements with their colleagues. Steve highlighted that this was key for the design being fit for purpose and the kind of information that BTW would have expected to receive through the recent consultation.

AP 030806 – 3 
assigned to Industry

Rob LLewelyn (AOL) said that a web portal is not really an acceptable solution for providing schedule information to CPs. Steve said that this was the requirement that had come out of the Scheduling & PEWs workshop on 18th May and therefore what he was working to. Clive Feather (Thus) said that as a general rule BTW should be ensuring that the data is provided to CPs in a machine processible manner (eg XML, CSV). Alan Shelmerdine (Global Crossing) asked how the System and Processes WG “requirements capture” for future industry developments related to this. Liz said that these formed the basis of the internal principles for BT designers.

Post meeting note – the Systems and Processes WG have confirmed that the requirement captured through the recent process was where a BB gateway is provided then a web portal must also be provided – this therefore represents a new requirement and has been forwarded to the S&P WG to action as appropriate
AP 030806 – 4 
assigned to BTW

Liz said that a key issue for BTW is that whilst there is an established industry wide process for BB PEWs (with a distribution list already established) this is not the case for PEWs and there was a need to solve this problem. The following suggestions were raised as starting points for such a either generating or using as a distribution list:
· Request through the ofcom distribution list

· Use BTW service managers to identify appropriate contact for all their customers

· Use e.Co helpdesk

Steve then confirmed that principles of the change control process which would be used for the migration schedule were similar to those for the Plan of Record. Alan asked whether the change requests would be adjudicated by the Industry Adjudication board in the same way. Liz said that the plan was that BTW would adjudicate on each one considering the feedback of all CPs who had contributed through the process. 

Rob asked what the criteria were that BTW would be assessing against and Steve confirmed that the default would always be to go with the established process. BTW design and the plan of record provides a significant amount of information early in the process to help CPs manage the impacts on their business such as major network re-arrangements and marketing campaigns. It had not been possible for BTW to determine any effective criteria such as cost/revenue impacts as the relative impact on were not always equivalent and it was therefore importable to determine specific and measureable criteria.

Liz said the only criteria which had been established to date for a valid change requests was where the request was to preserve “life and death” service eg to avoid the migration of primary and secondary route to an Emergency Authority within the same week. BTW did welcome feedback from CPs on other scenarios which might apply but they needed to specific and measurable and apply equivalently to all CPs. None were received through the recent consultation.

Clive raised the question of CPs ability to identify ported number migration from the schedule information provided by BTW. Liz said that a similar question had been raised by another CP and BTW had responded to it – she would circulate the response so that CPs could comment on it. Steve confirmed that the current position for the MCC design team was that this was not a factor that they needed to consider within their Scheduling & PEWs function design. Liz said that if it was important – then CPs needed to clearly identify the issue to BTW.
AP 030806 – 5 
assigned to BTW
AP 030806 – 6 
assigned to BTW
Previous BTW response on ported numbers (for AP030806 – 5 above). The question was raised with regards to identifying when a end customer with a number not in a BT owned number would migrate:

There are could be two Service Providers involved in the relationship with an end-Customer who has a ported number:

a)
Service Provider (PSTN services)

As part of porting a number, the originating service provider (eg NTL) will record details of the porting relationship between their equipment and the ported exchange.  This originating service provider will be able to use the migration schedule to determine when the ported number will be migrated on to the 21CN network from this routing information.  In Chris’s example below, BT Retail will be the owner, and they will have separate details of which BT exchange is hosting the ported exchange, and hence will be able to advise the end customer when their number will migrated to 21CN based on information in the migration schedule.

b)
Internet Service Provider (IPstream customer)

IPstream services are associated with a particular exchange building rather than a specific concentrator.  ISPs will have ordered their Broadband connection based on an MDFID which identifies the associated exchange.  The NMP provides details of the date when their end-customer service will be migrated.

3     
Management Reporting Information
Steve asked CPs if they had any questions or points of clarification on the Management reporting information briefing recently issued by BTW (C21-IM-015). Sharon Stockley (BTr) asked what the quality gate criteria were referred to in some of the reporting specifications.

Liz said that when this Briefing was re-issued it would reflect the fact that Quality gates in this context really meant DLEs/DSLAMs that had reached a particular stage in the TE process eg post grooming.

Ian Owen-Smith (BTr) asked BTW to consider the inclusion of reporting information on faults caused by pre-migration activities

AP 030806 – 7 
assigned to BTW
Rob asked whether BTW planned to provide a benchmark for migration fault levels against BAU. Steve said that this was actually once of the criteria for handback to BAU. Sharon said that it might be useful for CPs to understand some of these criteria as it will support CP confidence and also help CPs to understand “the materiality of fault levels within the migration window”

AP 030806 – 8 
assigned to BTW

John Campbell (BTGS) asked Steve how BTW can confirm that order fulfilment ifs progressing once the freeze is lifted (on the night of cutover)

AP 030806 – 9 
assigned to BTW

4     
MCC Test Exercises

Dave Jackson (BTW) shared with the group that BTW was planning to enact a comprehensive test exercise internally to test the MCC systems processes and procedures and due to the nature of its phased implementation that this would happen several times before and during Pathfinder. Dave said that once the design was complete, BTW would be able to brief CPs on these test exercises.
Dave then said that in addition to these internal test exercises, BTW was keen to conduct a series of Interface test exercises (looking at the touch points between BTW and CPs) and have CP involvement within this process. Liz said that this afforded CPs an opportunity to understand how they might use the information provided by BTW to address some of the issues that had been highlighted throughout the day:
· How do CPs manipulate data to identify which of their end customers are affected and when?

· How do CPs frontline staff understand which customers are impacted?

· What do/can CPs tell their customers and when?

5     
Summary of meeting & agreement on key issues

New Actions:

	Detail
	Action

	BTW could provide the PEWs datasets so that CPs could get better understand them preferably during the design briefings
	AP030806 – 1

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)

	BTW to consider whether it can offer any tighter windows (than two weeks proposed) for ISDN 2 pre-migration activities
	AP030806 – 2

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)

	CPs to feedback to BTW if they have any requirement for additional information (ie what is shown in existing BAU BB PEW)  other than “this is a 21CN outage and the activity covered eg grooming” (back to consult21, consult21@bt.com )
	AP030806 – 3

Industry

(by 09/08/06)

	BTW to consider whether it can provide scheduling & PEWs information in a machine processable format eg XML, CSV. Update: Steve has raised this request with the designer team
	AP030806 – 4

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)

	Consult21 to circulate the BTW response on ported number s not being included in the schedule / plan of record for CPs to identify and clarify the issue raised with the approach / decision. Update – This is included in section 1 of these minutes
	AP030806 – 5

Consult21

	CPs to feedback on their concerns with the BTW response on ported numbers in order that this can be considered for its impact on the Scheduling & PEWs design. 
	AP030806 – 6

Industry

	BTW to consider the inclusion of reporting information on faults caused by pre-migration activities. Update: Steve has raised this request with the designer team
	AP030806 – 7

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)

	BTW to consider what detail it can share with CPs through the design brief on the stability criteria (hand back of DLE or DSLAM to BAU)
	AP030806 – 8

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)

	BTW to consider how it can confirm to CPs that order fulfilment ifs progressing once the freeze is lifted (on the night of cutover). Update: Steve has raised this request with the designer team 
	AP030806 – 9

Steve Blackshaw (BTW)


All actions to be cleared by next meeting unless otherwise stated

6
Meeting Forward Plan
The next meeting will be on 26th September – venue to be advised via the planner. The session will focus on:

· An opportunity to improve understanding on the MCC structure. It was however agreed that CPs should not wait for this meeting following the issue of the design Briefing in Late August to raise any queries or questions

· A working session on how CPs and BTW can test the BTW/CP interfaces of MCC along with opportunities to use this to increase CP understanding of what is needed to prepare their organisations for migration
· A working session developing the operational review process which will be applied to the MCC during Pathfinder.
Liz asked that CPs take the opportunity once these briefings have been issued to review them within their organisations in preparation for the next workshop – however if any questions did arise to use contact BTW so that the concern/query can be understood and addressed prior to the 26th. It is likely that no matter how hard BTW tries it will omit something within the document but not realise it or use some ambiguous language. The purpose of the 26th was not to clarify these types of issues but to cement understanding and start the preparation activities for Pathfinder. Cps may wish to plan for their internal reviews now as BTW are committed to delivering this information before 1st September. 

Slides Available at www.btwholesale.com/consult21
Annex A – Actions from Previous meetings

	Detail
	Action

	Consult 21 to circulate a draft of the BT proposal to meeting attendees and arrange conference call to facilitate comments & feedback prior to circulation to industry for consultation. Update: Time constraints meant that this was not feasible prior to release of consultation, however Consult21 arranged workshop on 3rd August to discuss some of the issues arising from the design and the consultation feedback
	AP 240506 – 2

Consult21

Discharged



	BT to reflect the new name for War Gaming within future MCC documentation. Update: These are now referred to as Test exercises
	AP 230506 – 1

Dave Jackson

Discharged

	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. Update: This is being treated as a Business Continuity Requirement
	AP 230506 – 2

Alan Turner (BT)

Discharged

	Consult21 to set up an Emergency Services migration experts forum to work through the detail of the impact of migration on the emergency services. Update: This is now established, first meeting held 13th July
	AP 230506  – 3

Consult21

Discharged

	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”. Update: All CPs had the opportunity to feedback to BTW as part of the consultation process (C21-IM-008/009)
	AP 230506  – 4

Industry 

Discharged

	BT to consider any suggestions put forward by CPs under AP 230506 – 4. Update: this is BAU under the consultation process
	AP 230506  – 5

Ian Pomford (BT)

Discharged

	BT to consider what milestones  can be set for MCC design & implementation for progress review with CPs. Update: Milestones set for August and September (see next steps section of meeting 3/8/06)
	AP 230506  – 6

Dave Jackson (BT)

Discharged

	Consult21 to convene a conference call to enable meeting attendee comments & feedback on the draft BT proposal. Update: Time constraints meant that this was not feasible prior to release of consultation, however Consult21 arranged workshop on 3rd August to discuss some of the issues arising from the design and the consultation feedback
	AP 230506  – 7

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 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. Update: as outlined within the consultation document (C21-IM-008), BTW  proposes to include only significant outages which are not BAU in nature
	AP 180506  – 6

Keith Flack (BT)

Discharged

	BT to review the contacts with its PEW distribution against its customer base and identify and contact any CPs who do not receive PEWs. Update: BTW does not have a readymade distribution for PSTN PEWs (see discussion under topic 1)
	AP 180506  – 7

Keith Flack (BT)

Discharged

	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. Update: a communication pack is already under development by the E&C forum
	AP 180506  – 8

Consult21

Discharged

	Circulate draft BT proposal for review to attendees of the meeting and arrange a conference call to facilitate feedback Update: Time constraints meant that this was not feasible prior to release of consultation, however Consult21 arranged workshop on 3rd August to discuss some of the issues arising from the design and the consultation feedback
	AP 180506  – 9

Consult21

Discharged
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