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John Contestabile, MDOT
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Doug Ham, Telvent Farradyne
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Andrew Meese, COG/TPB

Gerald Miller, COG/TPB

Mark Miller, WMATA
Michael Pack, University of Maryland

Richard Steeg, VDOT
Michael Zezeski, MSHA

1. Funding Agreement for the RTCP

Previous to the meeting, Mr. Langley of VDOT had distributed draft Version 5.2 of the draft RTCP funding agreement. Representatives were asked to send this version to their attorneys for final comment.

Mr. Meese made two comments on V5.2. The first was on Page 9, Section 5, in which COG administrative charges were associated to charges made by the contractor. Mr. Meese noted that COG's charges may not be incurred at the same time as the consultant's charges, such as prior to or after the consultant contract. It was suggested to add the words for activities "supporting the RTCP and the STEERING COMMITTEE" to clarify that COG could submit for reimbursement even if there were no consultant charges for a period. The Committee agreed and VDOT agreed to make appropriate changes to the language.

Mr. Meese's second comment was on Page 12, the section on nondisclosure. It was noted that VDOT had added this new section in response to Committee discussions at the August 28 meeting. The added language may have been seen to imply that COG was responsible for any party that might violate a nondisclosure agreement, not just its contractor. VDOT agreed to draft a revised version of this section, which would state that all parties (COG and STEERING COMMITTEE agencies) were responsible.
It was agreed that COG would submit these comments along with any other comments from its attorney, and that it would not be necessary to distribute a replacement for V5.2 in the meantime.

The Committee discussed how and when this program could be discussed with the transportation secretaries and directors. In response to a request from the last meeting, it was determined that there was no upcoming "Secretaries" meeting scheduled. An MDOT-VDOT meeting may take place sometime in the near future, and it would be helpful to have briefing materials available.
The group focused instead on the scheduled National Capital Region Incident Management Conference in Chantilly, Virginia on November 8. Senior leaders may be there, presenting an opportunity for a private briefing or discussion at or near that event. Mr. Ham would be designated to provide a briefing and status on the RTCP. Tom Jacobs would brief on CapWIN, and Michael Pack would brief on RITIS. A PowerPoint presentation could be based upon the "Region" magazine article on the RTCP, and include a brief summary of the program, the purpose of the agreement, status, that it is needed to start work, that it has been through the attorneys general offices, and a fact sheet.
2. Committee Organization, Bylaws, and Program Name

Regarding the potential "Secretaries" meeting, the Committee discussed the RTCP funding agreement, bylaws, and a possible memorandum of understanding. The agreement would be essential to be completed first so that funding may flow to the program. A work plan with time line was also needed soon, with the Volpe plan as a basis; the Committee suggested a start date of November 1. Next within six months would be an MOU. The greater level of formality of a charter and bylaws would be needed by July 2007.
CapWIN and TPB bylaws had been distributed and examined. The Committee asked staff to draft RTCP bylaws based upon the CapWIN bylaws as an example, CapWIN being more similar to the RTCP than is the TPB. Mr. Steeg noted the need expressed by the TPB and others for timely action and accountability. The RTCP may evolve to more formality over a period of years, just as CapWIN is still evolving. Mr. Meese noted that the COG contract for the RTCP itself will be a level of formality.

Mr. Contestabile noted the concept of the RTCP (and RITIS and other programs) involving "people, process, and technology". Mr. Meese stated that whereas people (governance) and technology were being addressed by TPB staff, the Steering Committee, RITIS, and in other ways, there was still the need to address the process (operating procedures) angle, and he suggested that this be Mr. Ham's early emphasis area. Mr. Contestabile noted this will be not only how the Committee operates, but also the business of how the operations centers work, with one-to-one, center-to-center, and center-to-public communications. Mr. Pack's experience with RITIS will be helpful regarding communications processes.

Mr. Steeg noted that the Committee can still make progress under its ad hoc status, and can appoint technical committees for needed work, such as on planning or technology, finance, or operations, technical committees. The lack of an MOU should not hold up consultant work. Mr. Contestabile suggested Mr. Ham and Mr. Pack meet to work to define components and relationships of the RTCP and RITIS, adding in the Volpe plan, and balancing these into a feasible work plan for July 1. A "swim lanes" diagram of the multiple projects may be helpful.
Regarding a shorthand name for the RTCP, the Committee asked Mr. Meese to develop and circulate a memo with possible names prior to the next Committee meeting.

3. Update on Telvent Farradyne Activities

Mr. Ham distributed a handout listing possible consultant activities under the interim SHA task order contract. The Committee agreed the list was good, subject to resource limitations. Reviewing the Volpe plan and creating the new work plan will be helpful. Mr. Ham noted he may suggest certain changes to the Volpe plan. Certain activities will await the full consultant team being on board under the COG contract. Questions include gauging what activities make sense in the program, whether there is sufficient information to begin work, what kind of organization may be formed, who is responsible, what are the operating parameters, and when does it start. Mr. Meese also noted the need for early action steps that could show tangible progress to the TPB and other concerned stakeholders. Mr. Contestabile agreed something was needed by the end of the calendar year, such as documentation of a baseline of common operating procedures. An update was due to the TPB for their October 18 meeting.
The Committee discussed whether Mr. Ham should begin meeting all the operations center management, or wait until the full team was on board. It was agreed to proceed first with meeting with Mr. Pack, and hold off on operations centers meetings until the full consultant team is on board.
4. RITIS

Mr. Pack presented. One of the proposals in the last round of UASI grants (but not awarded with a grant) was for secure, publicly-owned video sharing capabilities. Mr. Pack stated that methods exist to do this affordably. Since previous investigations had shown high costs, Mr. Zezeski suggested Mr. Pack discuss technological issues with Rick Dye. Mr. Mark Miller suggested defining what benefits would come from a number of agencies being able to view each other's cameras. Mr. Steeg noted that VDOT will have to consider statewide needs, not just NCR needs.

To illustrate issues that needed to be considered in video sharing and RITIS in general, Mr. Contestabile sketched a diagram showing information inputs on a lower level, fusion on a middle level, and public dissemination on the top level, and side-to-side movement of information between functional areas such as transportation, public safety, and emergency management. The Committee discussed the public sector versus private sector roles at each of the three levels, and how the interfunctional integration could take place. The middle level will tend to be more the public sector role, and the top and bottom levels a mix of public and private roles. Mr. Contestabile advocated secure public sector cross-functional integration at the middle fusion level. Mr. Meese noted, and Mr. Contestabile agreed, that emergency management agencies seem to be leaning toward one-on-one rather than fusion integration.
5. ITS Earmarks

This item was deferred to the next meeting, with a request that Mr. Dey, Ms. McElwain, and Mr. Miller bring information about their previous earmarks.
6. Other Business

The Committee decided not to meet on its usual date of Tuesday, October 10, due to the schedule conflict with the All Hazards Forum in Baltimore. The Committee instead agreed to meet on Friday, October 13, at 1:00 P.M. (COG Meeting Room 3, lunch at 12:45 P.M.).
7. Action Items 
1. Steering Committee members to send Agreement Version 5.2 to their attorneys for review and comment (All)

2. COG-suggested changes discussed at September 12 meeting will be resubmitted by COG along with any other COG attorney comments (Meese)

3. Provide “Region” magazine article on RTCP to all and summary bullet points to Mike Zezeski in preparation for an MDOT/VDOT meeting to be scheduled (Meese)

4. Provide a first draft of RTCP bylaws by the October meeting (Meese)

5. Doug Ham to meet with Michael Pack to discuss RTCP and RITIS definitions, review Volpe documents, and information on operations gathered by Volpe (Ham, Pack)

6. Develop a new high-level work program with “swim lane” time lines for presentation to the TPB October 18 (Ham)

7. Prepare a presentation on the RTCP for the November 8 regional Incident Management and Homeland Security Conference in Chantilly (Ham)

8. Arrange and plan for a meeting of the Secretaries to be held at or near the Incident Management Conference on November 8 (All)

9. By the end of October, begin to identify “low-hanging fruit” actions that could be accomplished within the RTCP by the end of the year (All)

10. Develop a draft contract between COG and the Farradyne team by the end of September for review and comment (Meese)

11. Circulate memo on possible new names before the October 13 meeting (Meese)

12. Include a discussion of ITS earmarks on the next agenda; VDOT will provide their updated document; DDOT and WMATA are asked to provide any additional information they have on previous ITS earmark projects (Dey, McElwain, M. Miller)

13. Confirm availability of Soumya Dey for rescheduling the next meeting to October 13 [done]; explore rescheduling MOITS so as not to conflict with All Hazards Forum (Meese).
