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                              Washington, D.C. 20002
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Summary Notes
Attendance: 
James Witherspoon, VDOT

Frank Mirack, FHWA

Yanlin Li, DDOT

Peter Meenehan, WMATA
Steven Kimble, Telvent Farradyne
COG/TPB Stuff Attendance

Andrew Meese
Jim Yin
Status Report on Regional ITS Architecture Short-Term Update

· Review Stakeholder List

· Review System Inventory 

· Review Operational Concept Statements
Stakeholder List
My. Yin spoke to the handouts on three regional ITS architecture documents, stakeholder list, system inventory and operational concept statements. The group discussed the stakeholder list document. Mr. Meenehan suggested adding two columns to the table, one was the category of the stakeholders another one was the contact information for each stakeholder. The major issue is how to treat the generic stakeholder. For example, Local Transit Agencies represent the all other transit agencies except WMATA.  However in the region, there are lots of different level transit agencies, state transit agencies and local agencies. Mr. Meenehan suggested creating two different general stakeholders, Regional Transit Agencies and Local Transit Agencies. Finally, the working group agreed to use one generic stakeholder name such as Local/Regional   Mr. Witherspoon clarified that the VDOT NOVA District has been changed to VDOT Northern Region Operations.  In response to a question regarding the National Park Police/National Park Service (NPS), Mr. Meese noted that NPS own and operate several parkway and other roads. However they don’t have any TMC or operation center or operation center staff other than the police. So the National Park Police is listed in the Stakeholder list. In response to the question of Regional ISP, Mr. Yin stated that is the future concept of the region 511. It could be public or private. Mr. Meese also mentioned that the as the stakeholder, the name MACIP may no longer be used. It is necessary to double check the name. 
Regarding to the regional emergency stakeholders, Mr. Ellison noted that the EMMA get the data from RITIS, WebEOC may have data exchange with RITIS in the future. Mr. Meese added that generically speaking,  that the communication  between that is going on  is that transportation is sending out information to multiple systems on traffic conditions such as road close or open , traffic speed, etc; we might be receiving the information from emergency agencies on  public safety activities. So it is necessary to cerate a generic stakeholder such as Public Safety/Inter-Agency Information Systems. However, we might need to separate the CapWIN system from this generic stakeholder. Mr. Meenehan summarized that Mr. Yin need to reformat the table and the rest of the working group participants reviewed the documents and bring the comments and send back to Mr. Yin.
Systems Inventory
The working group discussed the definition of the term ‘system’ and how to represent the regional systems in the architecture.  Mr. Witherspoon suggested it is better for the working group participants to understand the system inventory by adding another column to the systems inventory table to list all mapped National ITS Architecture subsystem and or terminator to each system. Mr. Meenehan suggested better using the National ITS Architecture Guide to update the regional ITS architecture. Since the time constrained, there was not enough time to discuss the stakeholder roles and responsibilities Table. In the end, Mr. Meese briefed the roles and responsibilities table. There was a new column to identify that this specific role and responsibility doesn’t apply to the region. Also there are couples of new marks in the table which are ‘A?’, ‘D?’. Mr. Meenehan made some suggestions on the table format.
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