National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
777 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20002-4290 (202) 962-3310 Fax: (202) 962-3202  TDD: (202) 962-3213

MOITS Task Forces

Agenda of the March 13, 2007 Joint Meeting

Page 2 of 2

Summary Notes
REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURE WORKING GROUP

Of the

MANAGEMENT, OPERATIONS, AND

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS (MOITS)

TECHNICAL TASK FORCE

DATE:

Friday, June 8, 2007
TIME:

10: 00 AM to 12:00 PM

PLACE:                Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 

                              COG Room 2
                              777 North Capitol Street NE 

                              Washington, D.C. 20002

CHAIR:

Peter Meenehan, WMATA

Summary Notes
1.  Participants introduced themselves. 
2. Mr. Yin spoke to the hand out of comments from Mr. Meenehan. On June 7, 2007, Mr. Meenehan send out an email raising couple of issues related to the regional ITS architecture. First, Mr. Meenehan suggested change the name of the stakeholder, MATOC Program, to TPB since the MATOC Program is the initiative of the TPB. However, since we don’t have the official name for this program and the regional ITS architecture just uses the MATOC Program as the temporary name. It could be changed later once the official structure for the MATOC has created.  Mr. Meese added that the MATOC Program is the official entity that is consortium of several agencies. So it is not just a technical system, it really is an entity of institution of some sort. If MATOC is not enough we may call it MATOC Steering Committee or MATOC Consortium.  RITIS is slight different story. Regarding to the second comment about treating UMD as a stakeholder of the RITIS, the working group agree that the UMD is only the contractor for the RITIS, not the stakeholder. Peter’s last comment is that he suggested that regional ITS architecture would not be very useful in the future if we do not list stakeholders individually rather than group them, such as we do now for transportation agencies, transit agencies and public safety/emergency management agencies. Amy replied that in order to manage the complex architecture, it is necessary to group several stakeholders with similarly functions.  
3.  Status Report on Regional ITS Architecture Short-Term Update

· Review System Inventory 

Mr. Yin reported on the hand out. The stakeholder list table was finished during the last working group meeting. One comment received from DDOT regarding the name of the DDOT system and description. Flight Status System is the new element in the list as the result after talking to Mike Pack of UMD CAT regarding the RITIS architecture. RITIS will receive the flight information from MWAA. Amy mentioned that the MWAA will owe and operate the Dulles Toll Road and they are going to owe Dulles Rail as well. So MWAA will become a huge stakeholder in the region.  Mr. Meese suggested expending this stakeholder description and introducing new elements to include MWAA’s plan for taking over the Dulles Toll Road and also Dulles Rail Transit. So in the future, the MWAA will not only provide the flight information, but also provide management on traffic, transit and toll road as well. Regarding ISP Centers/511, Mr. Meese noted both DDOT and MDOT tried to approach the regional 511. Regional 511 feasibility study was completed; however the study did not recommend any approaches. Mr. Mirack of FHWA noted it would be better that the 511 would turn to the MATOC for the whole region. Mr. Meese added that whether that were MATOC or not, that would be Maryland, DC and Virginia boundaries. Virginia already has 511; Maryland is in the discussions. So if DC contract 511 to a private company in a different way and such contract do have a very interface provide in the term surround 511 in the 511s that could raise some issues of transitions when crossing the boundaries. MATOC may be have good chance to avoid this, but nevertheless, it is still an issue go down to the DDOT if DDOT will have a district system. Jason Tao of DDOT clarified that there are several options under evaluation; no final decision has been made.  For the Local Public Safety and Emergency Managements Centers, Amy suggested add Public Safety Transportation Operation Center, PSTOC, which is going to including Fairfax county police, state police, county fire, and VDOT TMC. Noah suggested adding the Public Safety Vehicle element to the list. Regarding to the MWCOG TPB Database, it is suggested rewording the description.  For the National Park Service, Amy suggested adding the construction content into the description. Mr. Meese stated that Public Consortium Data Exchange Systems represent systems such as WebEOC. EMMA. For SmartTrip, Amy stated that the SmartTrip is not only for WMATA systems, but also for Northern Virginia local transit agencies. Mr. Meese suggested adding a local Fare Collection element into the list. Regarding to the WMATA PIDS, Mr. Meese mentioned there is some initial efforts or prototype such as Silver Spring Metro. WMATA PIDS are controlled by WMATA rail control center and display the information from rail control center only. For the regional, lots of different transit systems might have electronic signs display all transit related information.  Should we have generic name for all transit electronic signs or one for WMATA and one for local. Amy noted that we shall treat WMATA separately. So the WMATA PIDS will be changed to WMATA Field Equipment and add new element called Local Transit Field Equipment.
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