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1. Mr. Yin reported to the working group on short term of the Regional ITS Architecture Activities. As for short term, each components of the regional ITS Architecture will get initial update and then it will go through the series validation process. Mr. Meese mentioned that what we did here was the minor update here. Anything significant changes would be put into the long term update. Mr. Yin noted that because of the resource limitation, DDOT would not be able to complete its architecture soon. However, DDOT would provide fully support on the regional ITS architecture update process. Regarding the WMATA architecture, Mr. Meenehan suggested the meeting should be held between COG and WMATA to discuss it in more details. Mr. Yin rose the question of what version of the Architecture is going to be used in the update since the National ITS Architecture just issued the new version of National ITS Architecture and the update for the Turbo Architecture is available on line. Amy stated that the VDOT will have major changes on the architecture soon, so this time for the minor update; VDOT will stick on the previous version of the Architecture. Mr. Yin also reported that after the short term update of the Regional ITS Architecture, several validation process will be held and the final will be based on the comments and feedback from the validation process.  Amy stated that the regional ITS architecture needed a vision and the operational concept would based on that. Architecture should have what’s currently condition it is and what’s the vision, a realistic vision. So the architecture could be used as a planning tool for the people to develop the projects. The operating concept should not limited to how’s operating today. So the Architecture should address not only s the ‘as-is’ but also ‘to-be’. 

Mr. Meenehan suggested that we should be focus on existing architecture which is ‘as-is’ right now, then, we may be able to think about the additions. Amy noted that the regional should agree on the timeframe of the vision, two or five year future or even more 10 years future. However, 10 years might be too long since things change so fast. Amy suggested that we could develop the operating concepts of regional key concepts and such concepts can be presented to the stakeholders and use it as a tool to develop the projects. Mr. Meese stated that most we could hope to do with COG is the snap shot. It would be good idea to do the vision in the architecture. However it might bring the questions of what kind of authority and responsibility the COG should have for this. Amy replied that the architecture wouldn’t need authority to develop the projects. Architecture would provide recommendations in the project development process. Regional architecture is a living documents and it can be changed based on the outcome of the project development process. In other words, architecture can be used as a tool to develop the project. On the other hand, the actual outcomes of project development process could change the architecture. 
2. Mr. Yin reported that for a long term architecture update process. First the new or additional stakeholders need to be identified and get the stakeholders involve in the discussion. The new findings will be presented with in the architecture working group and in the meantime make sure it will be consist with the jurisdiction’s architecture. Then the draft architecture would be based on the discussion. The draft will go through the validation process before it becomes the final. Since the architecture is a ‘living’ document, such process will be repeated whenever necessary.  Amy suggested that we should refine on the scope of the architecture first, then the operational concepts should be discussed within the group plus    outside experts, the third, check it with the jurisdiction’s architecture, the last, go through with the stakeholder validation process.
Mr. Meenehan stated that sometimes we didn’t know or understand what each other had or how that could benefit us. Part of the architecture had valuable information regarding this.
3. Andrew Meese reported the status of the upcoming traffic signal forum. Mr. Meese noted that the contract had been signed with Maritime Institute. There would be no fees for the public sector and $25.00 for the private sector and on line registration is available now. The program will break into nine sessions. Topic includes traffic signal operation and technologies, and standards. There will be several vendors’ exhibitions. 

Mr. Meese briefed the activities of the MATOC.  MDOT, VDOT, DDOT agreed to sign the funding agreement by end of the January.
Mr. Ellison of UMD CATT report that the concept operations of RITIS would be done in a month, also planning to have a limited prototype system available by end of March. Basically, the prototype system would take all information from different systems. Currently, RITIS could get all information from VDOT, limited incident information from CHART, WMATA Alert, and DC could put information into CHART system.
Mr. Meese reported that the board took the action to create the bus committee. There was interesting in coordinating between this new program area and MOITS on TSP and traffic transit operation coordination. 
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