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Regional Transportation Coordination Program (RTCP)

Ad Hoc Steering Committee

Meeting Notes

DATE:
Monday, August 28, 2006

TIME:
12:00 Noon

LOCATION:
COG Meeting Room 3

ATTENDANCE:

John Contestabile, MDOT

Soumya Dey, DDOT

Doug Ham, Telvent Farradyne

Joe Langley, VDOT

Andrew Meese, COG/TPB

Gerald Miller, COG/TPB
Michael Pack, University of Maryland

Richard Steeg, VDOT
1. Telvent Farradyne Activities for SHA Task Order Contract

Mr. Ham reported. At the last Steering Committee meeting, Mr. Zezeski had offered the possibility of utilizing SHA's task order contract with Telvent Farradyne to begin work on the RTCP while the agreement and main contract were being finalized. Mr. Ham had developed a scope of work in consultation with Mr. Meese, and the scope had been approved by Mr. Zezeski.
Mr. Ham thanked the Steering Committee for the selection of his team. He stated that the focuses of this work under the task order will be reviewing Volpe study products and other relevant existing materials, attending meetings, providing comment to the Steering Committee to clarify expectations and roles of the contractor, coordinating with Mr. Pack on RITIS, and other activities as needed. It was expected to be about a week of Mr. Ham's time per month for a three-month period (and no other members of the consultant team at this time). It was important to determine how the Steering Committee would be organized, to clarify the work plan, and to work through some internal inconsistencies that had been identified in the work plan. It was also noted that Mr. Ham had been introduced and had spoken to the TPB at its July 19 meeting, giving an overview of his expectations for the RTCP.
Mr. Meese noted that of the three main focuses of the RTCP, technology, procedures, and traveler information, there has been a lot of progress so far on addressing technology, and traveler information has a number of prerequisites before it can be addressed, so the strongest need now was a focus on operating procedures. Mr. Steeg agreed but added a focus on business processes, not just procedures.

2. Funding Agreement for the RTCP
Copies of the Version 4 draft agreement, annotated with DDOT's comments, were distributed. Page and section number are from that version.
Page 2, Section 2, Legal Authority of the District: The committee recommended this be moved as an item under Section 27, Required and Standard Clauses.

Page 2, Section 3, General Provisions: DDOT attorneys wanted specifics of the other agreements in play that would be relevant here. After discussion, the Committee suggested deletion of Section 3, and suggested that language in Section 27 on required and standard clauses covers what was intended here.
Page 4, Section 5(a): DDOT had considered recommending changes here, but had decided they were not needed. The text appeared as changes but was, in fact, the original V4 language restored.

Page 7, Section 9(a)5: The group agreed to the DDOT-suggested changes noting a fixed-price fee for COG, and a not-to-exceed amount to be specified. It was noted that the not-to-exceed amount should be $148,148, not $160,000.
Page 9, Section 12: DDOT attorneys had requested more specifics on what procurement regulations were in effect. The committee noted that numerous procurement regulations were in effect for all three states and for WMATA, and that it was difficult to note them all. The Steering Committee asked Mr. Dey to communicate back to DDOT attorneys that the language herein was similar to that already agreed to by the District in the October 30, 2003 master agreement with COG, and that MDOT, VDOT, and WMATA attorneys had had no objections.

Page 14, Section 27: The committee agreed to the new Sections (b), (e), and (f) suggested by DDOT. The committee discussed a DDOT-suggested change to Section (d) on procurement, but opted to make no change.
Mr. Langley noted that he had already incorporated most of the changes requested at the August 4 Steering Committee meeting, though a version with these changes had not yet been circulated. Although the notes from the August 4 meeting had indicated that the committee suggested not including language on non-disclosure, Mr. Langley had drafted a section addressing this, which he read to the Committee, and the Committee agreed that it should be included. 

Mr. Langley agreed to incorporate August 28 meeting suggestions, and send out a new Version 5 that the other agencies could share with their attorneys for final comment. Mr. Contestabile noted that he was still awaiting comments from MDOT attorneys on Version 4, and asked that what is circulated includes V4, a markup version of V5, a non-marked-up version of V5, and a cover email with a clear description of these (including a statement that this was Version 5).

3. Outlook for September 20, 2006 RTCP Update to the Transportation Planning Board
Mr. Gerald Miller noted that due to schedule changes, it was not likely that an update would be needed for the September 20 TPB meeting, but would be needed for the October 18 meeting.
4. Steering Committee Web Site

Mr. Meese distributed a printout listing documents now on the Steering Committee's password-protected portion of the COG/TPB Web site. Documents included the available documents from the Volpe study as well as other materials from previous meetings. Mr. Meese asked members to notify him if there were any other materials they would suggest posting.
5. ITS Earmarks
Mr. Steeg noted there had been some offline discussions on the unassigned earmarks. The three in question were an earmark to WMATA for AVL ($500,000?, 1999?), and two other never-assigned earmarks, one from 2001 ($1.63 million), and one from 2005 ($490,000). All have a 50%-30%-20% matching requirement structure. The offline discussion was to have WMATA identify a new use for its earmark (AVL having been funded by other sources), use of the $1.63 million for CapWIN enhancements, and use of the $490,000 for additional RTCP activities. Mr. Steeg noted VDOT was willing to do what administrative actions were necessary to have the $1.63 million transferred to MDOT and then to CapWIN.

A detailed summary of earmark status prepared by Ms. McElwain had been distributed at the August 4 meeting. The committee asked that Ms. McElwain prepare a shorter summary addressing just the three outstanding earmarks that could be reviewed by the Steering Committee and MOITS, in order to get comments from MOITS on the proposal. It was suggested that a representative from the Steering Committee describe the whole package of changes when it is presented to MOITS. Also, Mr. Mark Miller was to be asked to provide an update on the WMATA earmark for the next Steering Committee meeting.
6. Committee Organization, Bylaws, and Program Name

In response to the comments under Item 1 on determining how the Steering Committee would be organized, the committee discussed whether the funding agreement needed to be more specific about this or could even be the means by which this was defined and formalized.
After discussion, it was agreed that the Steering Committee organization would be better handled in a separate document such as a memorandum of understanding. In response to a question whether there was an existing agreement under COG or TPB that could just be amended, Mr. Meese noted there was only the master agreement, and that amendment of the agreement was not likely to be less time-consuming that creating a new MOU. Mr. Steeg noted that the RTCP needed to be an entity of some sort, and that addressing the business process structure of this was necessary to move forward. An example included having a work station at three or four locations, and then rotating a staff responsibility.

The committee discussed what goals or expectations the TPB had of the program, and how to meet those expectations, especially if there is a pre-conceived notion that this was to have been a bricks-and-mortar center. Mr. Gerald Miller noted that it was not a question of the Steering Committee versus the TPB, since transportation agencies sat on the TPB, but rather the relationship between the agency officials and the elected officials who sit on the TPB. Mr. Meese recommended focusing on the outcomes that officials had asked for, and explaining how the RTCP activities chosen are indeed the best way to accomplish those outcomes. Mr. Steeg stressed that it was important to solve the technical issues first, including the business process issues. Mr. Gerald Miller recommended keeping key elected officials such as Mr. Snyder engaged for their contacts with other elected officials and with the media.
Mr. Ham noted Mr. Snyder's comment at the July TPB meeting of needing to know who was accountable for regional coordination. Mr. Meese suggested that the Steering Committee acting as an entity would be who was responsible.
There was discussion of using a memorandum of understanding as the means to define the Steering Committee as an entity. The highest officials of the DC, Maryland, and Virginia departments of transportation meet periodically. It was suggested that there be a briefing on the RTCP at the next meeting, perhaps including an opportunity to sign an MOU that had been circulated beforehand. Mr. Contestabile agreed to find out when their next meeting was, and the timing of that meeting would determine what actions might be taken. The committee recommended that the MOU be as simple and straightforward as possible, citing a sunset timing along with the end of the funding in 2010.
In response to a question from Mr. Dey on whether this could just be a simple internal working document, the committee agreed this may not address the question of accountability with elected officials, and an agreement among high-level officials would better accomplish this. A formal agreement may also help in future budget negotiations.

The committee briefly looked at the TPB and CapWIN Board bylaws, copies of which were distributed. It was felt that the CapWIN bylaws were a good model.  Mr. Meese agreed to draft a new version based primarily on the CapWIN bylaws for review at the next meeting. Mr. Steeg noted that if the RTCP bylaws were compatible with CapWIN's, it would facilitate merging the two efforts in the future if this was decided. In response to a question about accommodating potential future Steering Committee members, Mr. Contestabile suggested starting with the existing agencies, but allowing additions with something like a 2/3 vote of the existing members. Mr. Steeg agreed to try to get an electronic version of the CapWIN bylaws. Mr. Steeg also noted that the CapWIN Board was not yet completely formalized. 

7. Other Business

Mr. Pack discussed the need for a concept of operations work session for the RITIS project, addressing traveler information. A number of other sessions had been held in July addressing transportation operations, public safety, and archived data. So far, Volpe had drafted the overall concept of operations with just a placeholder for traveler information. The Steering Committee includes many of the key people who would need to provide input on the Conops. Also identified were the media, staffs involved in 511, the AAA, the Greater Washington Board of Trade, the DC Business Improvement District, and others. After discussion, this session was tentatively set for Monday, September 25, in the afternoon, at the University of Maryland CATT Lab.
Mr. Ham followed up on the discussion from the August 4 meeting on Telvent Farradyne providing information to the media on the RTCP, that Farradyne would continue to decline media comment until the contract was finalized.

The committee scheduled the next meeting for Tuesday, September 12, 2006, 2:30 PM at COG, immediately following the MOITS meeting.

ACTION ITEMS FROM THE MEETING:
1. Review Volpe materials and work on business process issues (Ham, in consultation with Meese)

2. Post a copy of the SHA-Farradyne task order for Mr. Ham's work on the committee Web site (Meese)

3. Develop and circulate Version 5 of the agreement (Langley)

4. Each member to forward Version 5 to the agency attorney's office once it is circulated by Langley (Contestabile, Dey, Meese, Mark Miller)

5. Find out when the next transportation heads' summit is scheduled (Contestabile), and put together draft briefing materials and a draft memorandum of understanding (Ham, Meese)

6. Provide graphics for the transportation heads' presentation - RITIS-RTCP relationship (Pack); VDOT Conops (Steeg); Contestabile diagram (Contestabile)

7. Put together brief summary of unobligated earmark proposals for Steering Committee and MOITS review based on June 30 document (McElwain)

8. Find out status of previous years' earmark funds administered by DDOT and WMATA (Dey, Mark Miller)

9. Obtain electronic version of CapWIN bylaws (Steeg)

10. Develop a first draft version of Steering Committee bylaws (Meese)

11. Distribute information on the RITIS traveler information concept of operations session (Pack)

