Minutes of the Third Meeting of the Network Reliability and Interoperability Council V

February 27, 2001

Kent Nilsson, the Designated Federal Officer of the Network Reliability and Interoperability Council (NRIC), opened the meeting by introducing himself, Bruce Franca, Acting Chief of the Office of Engineering and Technology (OET), and James Q. Crowe, Chief Executive Officer of Level 3 Communications, Inc. and Chairman of the NRIC. 

Chairman Crowe welcomed the Members. He said the NRIC Members would hear several recommendations from the NRIC focus groups and could obtain copies of  the final Y2K report in the back of the room. He thanked John Pasqua, Michael Armstrong, Chairman Powell, and the previous NRIC for the work done on Y2K issues and for helping to make Y2K a non-event. He said the availability of the report on the NRIC’S web site could be of use in helping programmers around the world in dealing with comparable problems and threats to data-base networks, including threats related to backup power problems. He said that the press had been giving a lot of attention to power outages recently, an issue little understood by the public. He said issues associated with power were relevant to the NRIC. Chairman Crowe stated that the Chairman of Mid America had said that power issues in communications would become an increasing problem in the future, given the increasing density of power in communications equipment and the fact that the power industry had not considered the issues involved. 

Chairman Crowe discussed the voluntary outage reporting proposal made by P.J. Aduskevicz’s focus group and said that he had sent a letter to NRIC Members asking cooperation in the voluntary reporting trial that Focus Group 2 was organizing. Mr. Crowe said that he hoped the trial would demonstrate the feasibility of self- regulation. Mr. Crowe said the NRIC Members would also be considering some recommendations of Focus Group 3.  Chairman Crowe then asked the NRIC Members to introduce themselves. 

The NRIC Members and associates who introduced themselves were Tricia Paoletta of Level 3 Communications, Chair of the Steering Committee; Doug Sicker of Level 3 Communications, Vice Chair of the Steering Committee; Ruth Michalecki of the University of Nebraska, representing the International Communication Association; Loren Sprouse of Sprint;  Rick Harrison of Telcordia Technologies; Peter Lessek of Lucent Technologies; Patrick Stanley of Elastic Networks; Massimo Sorbora of Globespan, Chairman of the Spectrum Compatibility Subcommittee; Ed Eckert of Nortel Networks and Chair of Focus Group 3; Ray Strassburger of Nortel Networks;  Katherine Condello of CTIA; John Reister of Copper Mountain; Harold Salters of  PCIA; John Graves of NCS; Bob Creighton of USTA; Gary Tennyson of Bell South; Frank Ianna of AT&T; Gene Edmond of SBC; Mary Retka of Qwest; Mark Wegleitner of Verizon;  Brandon Hinton of WinStar; Andy Scott of NCTA; Phil Kyees of Paradyne, who is also Chair of the Wireline Spectrum Management Subcommittee; and Ron Stein of Paradyne. Jack Goldberg, representing NARUC, arrived later.

Chairman Crowe then introduced Dr. Gary Hoogeveen to address the NRIC on power issues in telecommunications.

Dr. Hoogeveen said he would talk about providing power for co-location facilities. He said the presentation would cover five points: supply-demand imbalances, transmission constraints, natural gas and its impact on electricity especially as delivered to data centers, power quality, and deregulation and its impact on uncertainty in the power business. He said the increasing need of data centers for power is almost insatiable and is implicated in all five topics. Dr. Hoogeveen then discussed the status of the U.S. electricity industry. He showed the 2001 projected reserve margins in each principal power region of the country. Reserve margins are defined as the total supply over and above the net demand in a given region. Reserve margins across the country are roughly 15 to 20 percent. In the central northeast the supply is at the reserve margin. The margin is the amount of power above and beyond peak demand required to maintain a grid reliability of only 8 hours of downtime per year. The costs to the communications industry of 8 hours of power downtime are significant. High demand and low supply projections show that California, the Mid-Atlantic, New York City and the Southeast are all problem areas. A projection of reserve margins for the year 2004, showing an average growth in demand of 4 percent, leaves much of the country below the reserve margin; that is, with more than eight hours of downtime per year.

Dr. Hoogeveen then discussed transmission problems, pointing out areas of the country with power importation difficulties, specifically California and New York. He said the power grid was built 50 years ago and was designed to transmit power at the local level only. Now, with transmission demand across a state or the country, the power grid does not operate reliably. The grid is not receiving adequate investment due to uncertain deregulation. Many power companies have put off plant investment for years because they were uncertain whether or not they will continue to own their systems.

Dr. Hoogeveen then discussed natural gas prices, which he said were important because 93% of all new electricity generating plants run on natural gas. From an average median price below $1.75 per mmbtu, gas prices rose to $2.00 per mmbtu because of a gas shortage in 1996, and reached nearly $10.00 per mmbtu in December of 2000. This was the result of delivery problems. In California, where the problem was most acute, the price hit $50.00 per mmbtu. That worked out roughly to an increase in retail electricity prices from roughly  $0.05 to $0.10. 

Next, Dr. Hoogeveen spoke about power quality issues. Data centers are particularly vulnerable to power quality issues.  Computers are the most sensitive loads on the grid to power fluctuations, because the grid was not designed with those needs in mind. The solution must be either to treat the symptoms at each individual data center, even though the disease exists within the grid, or to cure the problem by designing your own grid and removing power quality threats like aluminum smelters, steel plants, etc., from your system. The first alternative really does nothing to solve the overall problem. The second addresses the problem of large and noisy power consumers, which, when they are operating, cause harmonics for hundreds of miles throughout the grid. These are some of the things that bring down computers.

Dr. Hoogeveen spoke of the fact that, as of June, 2000, 26 States had initiated deregulation, but five months later seven of them were rethinking their decisions. This was causing uncertainty, which, in turn, had resulted in a dearth of investment, causing a supply too small to satisfy the increasing demand. He summarized the power issues by stating: (1) that power availability may become the limiting factor in data center development; (2) that higher natural gas prices will result in higher electricity costs; (3) that the national power grid is 99.9% reliable at best and not getting better; (4) that the California crisis has increased regulatory uncertainty nation-wide; and (5) that uncertainty is death to new power infrastructure investments.

Next Dr. Hoogeveen discussed the impact of these problems on the communications industry. He considered increasing data center demand. Current and projected data center demand (including Co-location, Gateways, Network facilities, etc.) exceeds current and planned supply. Some  data centers do not support some current and nearly all projected computing power densities. Some do not support upgrading beyond 150 watts/sq. ft. of raised floor (there are power and cooling limitations because of the physical plant). Some do not support 99.99% uptime (tier 3 and 4 data centers), and some do not support unlimited bandwidth (they are not on the backbone). Therefore,  new high-capability, long-life Data Centers will have to be built. They will be dispersed, individually built facilities or concentrated in parks. 

Dr. Hoogeveen said there are two ways of talking about the impacts of deteriorating power supplies on the telecommunications infrastructure. It can be discussed in terms of the quality of the data center or in terms of power density (watts/sq ft). Increased quality increases physical plant support equipment (N+1, System+System) which increases non-productive power requirements (cooling, uninterrupted power supply losses, etc.). Increased power density increases physical plant support space as a percentage of raised floor space.

Dr. Hoogeveen said the quality of the data center involves various factors. The amount of power required to cool a watt of heat created by computers is approximately a watt. The facilities requiring significant power at a data center are chillers, UPSs (due to power conversion losses) and computer room air conditioners, which are traditionally on the raised floor and actually contribute heat as they cool. Higher quality data centers also require System+System redundancy, increasing the power draw by the physical plant.

Dr. Hoogeveen said that power density trends have not been anticipated by current data centers, which are built to 30-75 watts / sf.  New installations are averaging 125 watts / sf. demand. Dense rack-mounted servers can theoretically push demand to 600 watts / sf. or close to 20,000 watts per cabinet. Computing power density will continue to go up. New generations of CPU are hotter. More CPUs are being put into smaller servers.

Dr. Hoogeveen then addressed the question of how density changes had occured so quickly.  He said the contributing factors include greater server density, the movement of the disk off the server, the fact that each generation of CPU is hotter than the last, the fact that more CPUs are being put into small rack-mounted servers, the fact that the rack mounted server form factor has shrunk in size dramatically, and the fact that there is under-utilized server capacity. Other factors contributing to rapid density change include the installation of redundant servers, further decreasing utilization, the fact that under-utilized servers still draw full power and the fact that there is a movement from larger multi-purpose computing work loads on servers running at > 70% utilization to many small single-purpose servers running at 15-25% utilization. 

Dr. Hoogeveen said the solution to these problems was for telecommunications companies to build larger data centers with on-site power, cooling and telecomunications. This would take advantage of economies of scale and concentration of telecommunications points of presence.

Chairman Crowe then asked if there were any questions. Jack Goldberg, representing NARUC, noted that when new businesses came into his area the electric power company was prepared for the increased demand, but when servers were installed the electric power companies were unaware of it and found themselves confronted by unexpected increases in demand. Dr. Hoogeveen noted that Seattle Power and Light had been given permission to charge the full cost for the  increase in demand under such circumstances. Katherine Condello of CTIA asked whether security might be an issue in concentrated telecommunications facilities. Dr. Hoogeveen said economies of scale in such circumstances allowed for additional and better security. 

Frank Ianna of AT&T asked how many new power plants and transmission lines were added in the last decade. Dr. Hoogeveen said that up to 1998 the yearly increase held steady at about 2000 megawats. In 2000, the increase in power produced by plants would be about 40,000 megawatts, a sharp increase from earlier years. In 2001 he projected an increase of  60,000 megawatts and in 2002, approximately the same amount. He estimated that about half of the power projects currently under way would not be completed because of the lack of confidence among investors.  Dr. Hoogeveen said almost no additional transmission capacity had been built. Chairman Crowe said the telecommunications business had changed in recent years from a phone-to-phone network to a server network. He said the power available in large co-location centers is inadequate and the phone companies were attempting to fill the gap at considerable expense. He proposed that the Chair of the Steering Committee look into the availability of funding to study this issue. He noted that the telecommunications and electric power industries had to begin communicating more. John Reister of Copper Mountain noted that telecommunications companies had a common standard to which they adhered that limited equipment in a rack to from 900 to 1500 watts. He asked if it was advisable to spread equipment around or concentrate it for cooling purposes. 

Chairman Crowe was skeptical about the degree of compliance to the standard and noted that his company had had equipment burst into flames. Dr. Hoogeveen said that there was both a technical and an economic limit to the degree to which a facility could be cooled. 

Chairman Crowe then introduced Karl Rauscher, chair of Focus Group 2, subcommittee A. 2 of the NRIC. Mr. Rauscher spoke about packet switching best practices. He began by reading the subcommittee’s charter:  

The purpose of the Packet Switching Best Practices Subcommittee is to provide  recommendations for the FCC and to the telecommunications industry that, when implemented, will assure optimal reliability of public telecommunications networks.  The duties of the Subcommittee will be to gather the data and information necessary to prepare studies, reports, and recommendations for assuring optimal packet switched network reliability within the parameters set forth in the NRIC V Charter.  The Subcommittee will also monitor future developments to ensure that network reliability is not at risk. Building on the work of NRIC IV, as appropriate, the Subcommittee will continue to develop best practices recommendations and refine or modify, as appropriate, best practices recommendations.  The Subcommittee will evaluate and report on the extent to which telecommunications common carriers and equipment suppliers are using best practices recommendations and applicable ANSI Committee T-1 standards, and identify ways to increase the use of best practices and relevant Committee T-1 standards by telecommunications service providers and equipment suppliers.The Subcommittee’s scope includes packet switching-based wireless network services.

Mr. Rauscher then talked about the variety of subcommittee members, how well-balanced they were as a group, and how well they were suited to the task outlined in the charter. He said that about 50% of  the member organizations are new contributors to NRIC best practices efforts. There is strong representation of industry expertise including representation of experts in packet switching technology (frame relay, ATM, IP, hybrids). There is broad representation across network “space”(core, access, gateway, edge, softswitch, feature server),  and balanced representation of industry roles (service providers, equipment suppliers, industry fora, and others). There are also diverse perspectives represented in the group (pre-IPO/start-up, acquisitions/mergers, incumbents), and the members and their assistants are active, with eight subject matter experts per representative and 800 person-hours in 2. A. 2 subcommittee best practice discussions.

Mr. Rauscher then outlined the tasks of the subcommittee. He said the group was responsible for network reliability best practice recommendations for packet switched telecommunications network services, including refinement or modification of existing circuit switching best practices and new best practices. The group was to evaluate the industry use of Best Practices. The group would also provide recommendations to implement and increase the use of best practices and present a final report to the nation on packet switching best practices. The group would determine if existing best practices could have prevented specific network outages.

Mr. Rauscher then discussed the progress to date on the task of refining or modifying existing best practices. He said the subcommittee had reviewed 232 NRIC IV circuit switching best practice recommendations. In the course of their review they found it necessary to make 1,000 changes. Of the 232 circuit switching best practices, 97% of them were found to have potential application to packet switching. To make them applicable to packet switching, 18% needed no change, and 82% had to be refined or modified.

Next Mr. Rauscher discussed the group’s progress in developing new best practices. He said 65 new best practices had been proposed for packet switching and there were recommendations for an improved interface to best practices, including new categories, keywords and indices that would help service providers locate best practices applicable to particular outages via a web site the group was proposing. Mr. Rauscher then gave examples of best practices that had been modified by the group and new best practices that had been developed.

Mr. Rauscher noted that, since the subcommittee’s tasks included monitoring future developments, the group studied the California energy crises. About 30 percent of the existing NRIC best practices dealt with power. NRIC power best practices can be found at www.nric.gov.

Mr. Rausher  said the group was on schedule for completion of its tasks and recommended that Council member organizations, and other participating organizations, continue contributions to the best practice industry effort. He recommended that power best practices be deployed to address commercial power outage concerns. He said that the subcommittee expects to be requesting that Council Members fund an industry survey to evaluate the use of best practices. He concluded by thanking several group members for their work..

Chairman Crowe thanked Mr. Rauscher and asked P.J. Aduskevicz for her report.

Ms. Aduskevicz chairs Focus Group 2. B. 1, the Network Reliability - Data Reporting & Analysis subcommittee. She began her report by describing the structure of Focus Group 2 with its subgroups and the membership of subgroup 2. B. 1. She outlined the basic elements of the subcommittee charter’s tasks. These include implementing a new voluntary one-year outage reporting process with participation by Internet Service Providers, CMRS, satellite, cable, and data networking service providers. The charter also asks the subcommittee to evaluate the current outage reporting rules. The subcommittee will also report on network reliability.

Ms. Aduskevicz next summarized the status of the voluntary outage reporting trial. There was a recommendation to NRIC IV to proceed with the trial. On February 22, 2001 a MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) was signed by the NCS/NCC and FCC ensuring that proprietary information provided under the agreement is protected against unauthorized use or disclosure. On February 23, 2001 NRIC V Chairman Crowe sent a letter to industry association representatives re-enforcing the commitment to a voluntary trial and explaining the MOU. Scheduled for March 9, there is a Focus Group 2. B. 1 item to confirm that all barriers to participation have been removed. Additionally criteria for data masking by the NCS is complete. A flow chart of the reporting process has been documented by the  2. B. 1 subcommittee and distributed to industry association representatives, and the subcommittee will review the possibility of extending the trial completion dates now that the MOU has been signed.      

Ms. Aduskevicz then showed the voluntary trial process flow chart, which coordinated the efforts of service providers, the NCS/NCC, Focus Group 2, and the NRIC. The chart began with the occurrence of an outage, the determination by the service provider that the outage was reportable under the voluntary outage reporting criteria, the completing of a template with the appropriate information and the filing of this report with the NCS/NCC, which would log in the report and “scrub” the data before passing it on to Focus Group  2 for analysis. The Focus Group would then analyze the data it received in the reports, using a variety of methods, including trend analysis, best practice analysis and root cause analysis. When analyses were complete they would be presented in aggregate to the NRIC at the Council meeting.

Ms. Aduskevicz then showed the report template that would be used by the service providers to report an outage. It was similar to the FCC’s list of reporting information required under Section 63.100 of its rules. Information that would identify the carrier (e.g., the name of the contact person for the service provider) would be removed or “scrubbed” before the report was passed on to the NRIC.

Ms. Aduskevicz then discussed the Focus Group’s progress in evaluating outage reporting requirements and guidelines currently used by wireline carriers to improve the quality of outage reporting. The Focus Group had revised the Network Reliability Steering Committee charter to reflect the intent to “improve” reliability verses the previous charter’s instruction to “monitor” reliability. The Focus Group also changed the baseline for FCC reportable service outages from the use of the first year’s reporting results as the baseline to the cumulative results going forward. The Focus Group began conducting special analyses of detected trends (for example, single failures affecting large geographic areas). Finally, the Focus Group had begun an analysis of emergency services outages. Ms. Aduskevicz also noted that the FCC was working to implement 63.100 electronic filing and developing a “user friendly” format.

Next, Ms. Aduskevicz said the Focus Group had been given the task of evaluating and reporting on the reliability and availability of the public switched telecommunications network utilizing NRSC quarterly reports.She proposed to discuss the last quarter results of the NRSC analysis. The latest results completed were for the third quarter of  2000. They showed that for the third quarter, the outage frequency was the highest ever (55), that tandem switch outages and procedural error outages had the highest frequency to date, and that tandem switch, CO power, and procedural error outages were all in the “red” region. Ms Aduskevicz noted that the CO power outage frequency may be attributable to seasonal effects previously identified by the NRSC. She then concluded her presentation and asked for questions. 

Chairman Crowe thanked her. Douglas Sicker of Level 3 asked about the identification of carriers in the voluntary trial. Ms. Aduskevicz said the NCS would generate a random number for each of the carriers that the Focus Group would use to preserve carrier anonymity. 

Chairman Crowe then introduced Ed Eckert chair of Focus Group 3.

Mr. Eckert stated that he would report for Focus Group 3, Wireline Network Spectral Integrity. He said his group had eight days of meetings since the NRIC last met. Focus Group 3 had established liaison with key standards development organizations and reviewed 29 individual contributions to its efforts. The main focus of the group’s activity had been in the areas of line sharing, test access, and remotely deployed DSLs. Mr. Eckert then read the Focus Group’s mission statement:

The Mission of the Wireline Network Spectral Integrity (WNSI) Focus Group is to provide recommendations to the FCC and to the telecommunications industry that, when implemented, will ensure the integrity of coexisting services in wireline public telecommunications networks; facilitate widespread and unencumbered deployment of xDSL and associated wireline high speed access technologies, and; encourage network architecture and technology evolution that safeguards the integrity of wireline public telecommunications networks while maximizing capacity, availability and throughput in an unbundled/competitive environment.

Mr. Eckert then showed each of the mission statements of the Focus Group’s two  subcommittees and pointed out that the subcommittees were no longer meeting separately because of their interest in each other’s activities. Mr. Eckert then provided the Focus Group’s timeline and noted that the Focus Group was on schedule. He then showed the list of subject matter experts working on the Focus Group and their sponsoring organizations. He said that one of the companies listed, Prism, was no longer in business and that Northpoint’s representative, though listed, had not been able to attend any meetings. He said that the list showed balanced representation. He showed the subject categories from which the Focus Group selected its work areas.   

Mr. Eckert then reported on the status of technical standards, as required by the Focus Group mission statement. He said Committee T1’s Technical Subcommittee T1E1 had now completed the first “American National Standard - Spectrum Management for Loop Transmission Systems” approved by ANSI as T1.417.  It was available as of 3/1/01 at www.

HYPERLINK "www.atis.org"
atis

HYPERLINK "www.atis.org"
.org. Furthermore, work towards standards for inline filters (for splitterless DSL), for Central Office Splitters and for VDSL was progressing in T1E1. He said that work towards technical requirements for DSL Automatic Configuration was also maturing in the DSL Forum. Mr. Eckert noted that T1E1.4 has started work on Issue 2 of T1.417, with initial discussions and contributions being focused on the spectral compatibility of Central Office-based DSL with Remote Terminal-based DSLs and Repeaters, also known as “intermediate tranceiver units” or TUs. 

Mr. Eckert proceeded with a discussion of the Focus Group’s recommendations. He said Focus Group 3 recommendations would be numbered for on-going reference.

In August 2000, the Focus Group produced Recommendations #1 through #4. He said that in his presentation he would bring to the Council for approval an updated Recommendation #1 on “Frequency Planning,” a new Recommendation #5 on “Line Sharing Test Access,” and a new Recommendation #6 on “Intermediate TU’s:” or “Remote DSL.” These recommendations had been circulated to the voting Members of NRIC for a period of three weeks prior to this meeting, consistent with agreed practice.

Mr. Eckert next spoke on the status of Recommendations #1 and #2. He said in August 2000, the Focus Group put forward four recommendations.  Recommendation #1 - New Technology, Frequency Planning had been revised, but the manner in which the FCC might endorse Band Plan 998 is still unclear. With respect to Recommendation #2 – Ingress/Egress Issues; In-Premises Wireline Transmitters, the ITU-T is developing technical requirements for an isolation device. It is assumed that those technical requirements would be adopted by a U.S. standards development organization. Mr. Eckert said he expected to report further on this at the next Council meeting.

Mr. Eckert then proceeded to report on Recommendation #3: - Equipment Registration, Application of Part 68 to xDSL TU-R (Customer Located Equipment). Already there had been Part 68 streamlining as requested by the Focus Group. The order was released by the FCC in December 2000. The formation of ACTA (Administrative Council on Terminal Attachments) is moving forward under ATIS and the TIA, with the first meeting scheduled for May 2, 2001. Work towards moving Part 68 Technical Requirements to “ANSI 68” has started in TIA TR41. T1E1 will provide advice on this and further updates to the proposed “ANSI 68.”.There had been progress with regard to Recommendation #4 - Intermediate TU Issues, and a new recommendation by the Focus Group had been prepared. Mr. Eckert said that the importance of T1.417 Issue 2 was shown in T1E1 by the fact that nearly all of the contributions towards T1.417 Issue 2 were intended to help bring resolution to this issue.

Mr. Eckert then displayed Recommendation #1 and asked if there was a consensus for adoption. Chairman Crowe asked the question of the Members. There was no objection and Chairman Crowe declared that the Recommendation was adopted.

Mr. Eckert then displayed Recommendation #5 and asked for approval. Mary Retka of Qwest asked that it be made clear that an immediate move to automatic test access was not meant to be required by the Recommendation, since it was a business decision. Chairman Crowe asked Mr. Eckert if that was consistent with the Recommendation. Mr Eckert said that it was. The Recommendation was then adopted without objection.

Mr. Eckert then displayed Recommendation #6. He said that of the three points of the Recommendation, there had been objections to the third dealing with proposals to the FCC. He, therefore, asked that that part of the Recommendation be remanded to the Focus Group for further study and that only the first two parts be adopted. Chairman Crowe repeated the suggestion, and when there were no objections, declared the first two parts of the Recommendation adopted.

Mr. Eckert concluded by thanking various people who had helped work on the Recommendations. 

John Reister of Copper Mountain asked if ADSL deployment was being monitored for signs of trouble while the Focus Group was waiting to reach a consensus on the third part of Recommendation #6. Mr. Eckert said he would take the suggestion back to the Focus Group.

Chairman Crowe thanked Mr. Eckert and introduced Ross Callon to report on Focus Group 4, Interoperability.

Mr. Callon began by introducing the new Co-Chairman, Scott Bradner, of  Focus Group 4. He then proceeded to discuss the  Focus Group’s charter. The purpose of Focus Group 4 is to provide recommendations to the Council that, when implemented, will facilitate and assure interoperability of public data networks. Focus Group 4 will prepare studies, reports, and recommendations for assuring data network interoperability within the parameters set forth in the NRIC V Charter. Focus Group 4 will determine what levels of interoperability are needed. Focus Group 4 will also monitor future developments to ensure that interoperability is not at risk. Focus Group 4 will make recommendations with respect to interoperability issues that may arise from convergence and digital packet networks.  Focus Group 4 may also make recommendations with respect to such additional interoperability issues as the Commission may specify. The Focus Group has strong participation, especially from service providers and vendors.

Mr. Callon then discussed the progress to date of Focus Group 4. He stated that they had recruited a new Co-Chair and had held their first meeting on December 7th at Genuity in Burlington, Massachusetts where they discussed a wide range of topics. These included discussion of the purpose of the NRIC, the purpose of Focus Group 4, and the status of standards for data and for voice over IP. The Focus Group decided that the technical protocol standards were “well underway,” although they were at various stages of development. Carrier interconnection and peering issues, they determined, needed more development.

Mr. Callon next addressed the topics of interconnection and peering issues. There was a presentation by Genuity and Level 3 on their requirements for peering. Peering requirements, in general, were discussed. International issues and recent ITU discussions and actions were discussed. It was the consensus of those attending the ITU meeting that the Focus Group should work on peering issues and produce a white paper about peering issues. The Focus Group hopes to finish the white paper by the October NRIC meeting. The Focus Group encourages carriers to publish their criteria for peering.

Mr. Callon outlined the future plans of the Focus Group. It was going to meet on March 7 at the FCC to discuss peering issues and the contents of the white paper. Mr. Callon hoped to have an outline of the paper at the end of the meeting. The meeting would also deal with the issue of  testing. Another meeting was scheduled for May 23, 2001 in Colorado, hosted by Level 3. A third was scheduled for July 24, 2001 in San Jose, hosted by Cisco. They also anticipated that there would be a meeting in September, 2001 in Boston, and another in November or early December in Washington, DC.

Mr. Callon next encouraged NRIC Members to contribute to the Focus Group’s effort. He hoped to make progress on the peering white paper which he wanted to make public on completion. He believed the goals of the Focus Group were likely to be augmented over time. The Focus Group hoped to coordinate with 2. A. 2 and consider long-term issues such as peering for voice over Internet Protocol, peering with Class of Service, application-level peering, other peering issues and perhaps testing.

Mr. Callon concluded his presentation by thanking those who had contributed to the Focus Group’s efforts. He then asked for questions. There were none.

Chairman Crowe thanked him for his presentation. He reminded the Council Members that their next meetings were scheduled for June 26th  and October 30th from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m. He said that at the June 26th meeting they expected to hear from 2. B. 2, the Packet Switch Data Reporting and Analysis Focus Group, which will present a definition of disruption of service in a packet network for purposes of reporting under the voluntary trial. From Focus Group 2. B. 1, Circuit Switch Data Reporting and Analysis, there will be an interim report on the progress of the voluntary trial for reporting network outages. Chairman Crowe then mentioned the letter he had sent out with respect to the voluntary reporting trial. In it, he said he mentioned extending the trial. He said Ms. Aduskevicz would be making a presentation and recommendation on the extension of voluntary reporting. He asked the Members of the Council if anyone felt uncomfortable with participating in the voluntary reporting trial, and no one expressed discomfort. Chairman Crowe then said that at the October 30th meeting, 2. A. 2, the Packet Switch Best Practices Focus Group, would report on best practices for packet switched networks. He said that, at the same meeting, 2. B 1, Circuit Switch Data Reporting and Analysis, would provide additional information on the voluntary trial for reporting network outages for the purpose of making a recommendation to the FCC by year’s end. He said that he would also look forward at that meeting to Focus Group 4’s finished white paper on peering. He then asked if there was any further business that anyone would like to be considered by the Council. There was none. Kent Nilsson then thanked the presenters and adjourned the meeting.
