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The working group discussed to a handout regarding the proposed goals for this group. Basically there are two goals. First of all, the working group will set up a formal procedure and process to comply the federal rule; secondly, the working group shall promote using architecture in ITS project development and implementation. Peter raised the question regarding the time frame of updating the architecture. Amy said she it  Amy replied that the best time for VDOT would be after the fiscal year. After discussion, the working group had agreed on the second week of the December, each jurisdiction would bring the proposed changes of each jurisdiction or agency’s architecture on the table.
In response to a question from Yanlin regarding the relationship of MWCOG Regional Architecture and DC Architecture, Amy noted that COG Architecture had the same level with any other architecture. Each jurisdiction would bring the proposed changes of the architecture in December, COG would update regional architecture based on it. Breck mentioned that he found some consistent issues between SHA statewide architecture and COG regional architecture. By through this yearly update process, each jurisdiction could refresh its own architecture based on other jurisdiction’s changes and update. Peter pointed out that COG’ role would be the center repository information.  So COG architecture would supply repository information for the region. Breck stated that regulations said that the boundary of the minimum had to be MPO. Peter also pointed out that working group were doing was make sure that documents that center repository as  COG would update accurate and consistent with other jurisdiction or agency’s architecture.  
In addition, Peter noted that the working group would focus on two things. Number one was getting necessary information to update it regularly; secondly was how we used the architecture for project and or communications. Breck clarified that the architecture was tool for every one to do system engineering. The regional architecture need to be developed and used for the ITS projects. Once the architecture was developed, it was easy using architecture as a start point to develop the project concept operation and other design document as well. 
Amy stated that she would like voluntarily make the presentation on the next working group meeting to share VDOT’s experience on using architecture in project development.
Peter spoke to a handout regarding the relationship of regional architecture and national architecture. Basically the regional architecture would focus on the DOTs within state organizations and WMATA. He expressed the concern that might be important for the working group was to realize that the other transportation organization such as Montgomery County, City of Alexandria, etc, were also part of the region. Regarding to the inter-operability of national capitol region, there was  certain level of architecture  that  was bigger than just DOTs.  Amy replied that those agencies such as Montgomery County, City of Alexandria, transit , public safety , etc, were  in the architecture. Amy suggested we might take it seriously and went through to see where need to address more in the architecture. 
The working group agreed that currently, the group would not invite Robert LeGranda or other officer of Interoperability Committee to the regional architecture working group.
