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 Summary Notes
1. Welcome

After participants introduced themselves, James Witherspoon of VDOT noted that that the Architecture Workshop held in Boston by ITS American might be an example for our coming Use and Maintenance of Regional ITS Architecture Workshop.
2. Review of Status Memo of Regional ITS Architecture

Mr. Yin spoke to the status memo handout. The short term update was finished a couple of month ago. This included Introduction, Regional Boundaries, ITS System Inventory, and Operational Concepts. Item 5, Functional Requirements, which was discussed during the last two session working group meeting, was still waiting for comments. In response to a question from Mr. Harvey of WMATA, Mr. Yin noted there were no formal discussion between stakeholders. However, COG staff held the discussions with the NOVA ITS Architecture team when NOVA was updating its NOVA Centric Architecture two years ago.  Mr. Yin also noted that either the interconnects diagrams or information flow diagrams should address the existing or planned communication linkages between systems, all these communication linkages should be verified by stakeholders. It was up to stakeholders to determine if these linkages should be there. Mr. Harvey agreed to present WMATA current on-going enterprise wide architecture development at a future meeting. 
3. Finalization of Interconnects Matrix Table

Mr. Yin spoke to the handout regarding to the interconnect matrix table. In order to review the information flow diagram it was necessary to finalize the interconnect table. Mr. Ham of Telvent Farradyne questioned if the RITIS was the regional central data fusion, so the DC CapTOP would not connect to other regional centers. Mr. Meese replied that currently, the CapTOP committed to connect to the RITIS and in the meantime, CapTOP also connected to the  CHART and other local management centers. For the long term plan, the CapTOP would only connect to the RITIS. However, RITIS would not take every interconnect though it was the backbone in our architecture.  Mr. Harvey asked if the RITIS was the backbone for the region, it should be properly set up that way. Did  UMD-CATT prepared to accept the responsibilities for this.  Mr. Meese replied that the situation was that we had DC, MD , VA and WMATA committed to act as the region. We tried to form the MATOC, which could be the home for the RITIS. But right now, we had the agreement to go through the UMD because it was the only way we have right now.  
4. Review of Interconnects Diagrams and Discussion of Potential Information Flow Diagram Reviews
The working group could review all the interconnect tables, however, it might be not necessary for the working group to review all the information flow diagrams except several elements, these were CapWIN, ISP Centers-511, MWCOG TPB Database, Public Agency Consortium Data Exchange Systems, RITIS. In response to Mr. Ham’s question regarding the difference between Public Agency Consortium Data Exchange Systems and Public Safety and Emergency Management Systems, Mr. Meese noted that the Public Agency Consortium Data Exchange Systems was the generic version of the systems out there such as WebEOC and EMMA. They brought data elements to and from transportation with other elements. They were often used by non-transportation agencies. The Public Safety and Emergency Management Systems was just the generic name for the police and fire departments. Mr. Ham mentioned that the Public Agency Consortium Data Exchange Systems element could confuse people with the Public Safety and Emergency Management Systems element during the validation process. Mr. Meese stated the Public Safety and Emergency Management Systems was only for public safety while the Public Agency Consortium Data Exchange Systems was all public agency consortiums not just public safety. Mr. Ham mentioned that the regional architecture should only address the interconnect across the region while for example, the interconnect between CHART SOC and Public Safety and Emergency Management Systems only happened within the state, so such kind of interconnect should only appear in the state ITS Architecture not regional ITS Architecture.  Mr. Meese pointed that such interconnect addressed the outside of transportation agencies, wither in state or not. It didn’t matter if the interconnect cross the region or not, it was about if the interconnect was a regionally significant activity on information exchange. Mr. Ham suggested changing the element Regional Toll Systems to Toll Systems.
5. First Review of Agency Agreements Summary
Mr. Yin spoke to the hand out about the Draft Agreement. This item would be a review item for the next meeting.
6. Other Business/ Next Meeting
 The working group agreed the next meeting would be November 29, 2007.
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