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1. General Introductions

Participants introduced themselves.

2. Baltimore Regional Traffic Signal Operations Forum
Michael Farrell, MWCOG
The regional signal operations forum will take place on December 8th at Howard County Community College.  85 people have registered thus far, out of a total of 100 places.  An agenda and registration form were distributed.   

3. Traffic Signal Operational Self-Assessment
Michael Farrell, MWCOG
Agencies that did the self-assessment should send their results to Michael Farrell for compilation.  A blanket reminder e-mail went out shortly after the September meeting, but not all agencies have sent in their results.  For confidentiality reasons, ITE cannot send agency results directly to COG.  Agencies that did not retain the final version of their results should contact Kathy Falk, whose contact information was distributed to the group in the meeting notes from the September 24th Signals group meeting.  Her contact information is 703-674-1300 or e-mail Kathy.falk@kimley-horn.com.
· Agencies that did the self-assessment should send their results to Michael Farrell for compilation.  Agencies that did not retain a copy of their results can get one from Kathy Falk.    

4. Moderate-Cost Actions to Improve the Region’s Transportation System
Andrew Meese, MWCOG
Andrew Meese announced that COG staff had been asked by the TPB to prepare a list of moderate-cost actions that would have a measurable effect on traffic congestion in the region.  Many of those actions would come under the heading of traffic signals and operations.  The group was asked for suggestions.  Alex Verzosa suggested providing additional traffic counters to improve the accuracy of traffic counts.  There are currently only 53 permanent counting stations in the region, and many traffic counts must be derived from interpolations.  Andrew Meese asked whether additional counting stations would have a visible effect on congestion in the near term.  
Ling Li proposed more video cameras and variable message signs on major arterials, to help operations centers change signal timing in reaction to incidents, and to warn drivers to find alternate routes.  This technology is already in use on the freeways, and expanding it to the major arterials would yield visible benefits. 

Wasim Raja suggested installing additional counting devices, such as the Wavetronics device which Arlington is currently testing.  Wavetronics is a radar-based overhead counting device which costs about $4,000 per application, cheaper than CCTV.  The counts could be fed into some form of software.

Bob Winick suggested that communications with signals would be useful both for day-to-day management of minor incidents and for major emergencies.  
The group discussed the state of communications with traffic signals in the region.  Most jurisdictions and agencies can either communicate with their signals already, or have plans under way to do so.  Virginia probably has the most signals without communications since it has several small jurisdictions that do not yet have communications.  Emergency communications are another issue, since in an extreme emergency the telephone system will fail, so reliable communications requires a dedicated phone line, which is costly.  Northern Virginia has dedicated phone lines; MDOT does not.  Ziad Sabre did some inventory work on communications with signals.  Several inventories have been done of the state of communications with signals.

Frank Mirack suggested that signal optimization be included as a moderate-cost measure.  Signal optimization comes in a number of forms, including the “Cadillac” SCAT and SCOOT systems which vary signal timing continuously in response to traffic.  Estimating needs and potential benefits poses some problems, since each jurisdiction and each road may need something slightly different. 
Bob Winick suggested that another low-cost action could consist of channelization improvements within the existing right of way.  Short extensions of turn lanes, acceleration lanes etc. could also yield high benefits relative to costs and could be implemented more quickly than major capital improvements.  

Andrew Meese asked if there has ever been a multidisciplinary major arterial team tasked to come up with low, medium, and high priority improvements on major arterials.   Some such planning does get done, but the only major example cited was a fifteen year old effort by MDSHA, plus the recent Route 1 corridor study in Virginia.  Andrew  Meese suggested that a formal study might be a good way to call attention to, and obtain funding for, the relatively small improvements that might otherwise be overlooked.  
· Michael Farrell agreed to investigate and come up with an estimate of the potential, regionally, for improving communications with signals.  

5. Briefing on the Ongoing Update of the Regional ITS Architecture
Andrew Meese, MWCOG

Jim Yin, MWCOG
COG staff will update the regional ITS architecture by April 6, 2005.  Jim Yin, who recently joined COG and who worked on the Pennsylvania ITS architecture, will be the lead staff person.  The regional architecture will depend heavily on the ITS architecture developed by the three DOT’s.  COG views this effort as primarily one of compilation, not creation.  We will be asking for this group’s input.  The regional ITS architecture will be a description of what we are already doing, not a compulsion to do things that we are not doing.  The national and the regional ITS architectures are distinct.  The national ITS architecture is a language to describe systems; the regional ITS architecture is a description of the way our systems work.  
A policy committee will approve the architecture in detail, as well as further technical changes, and the TPB will approve a broad policy statement which reflects the detailed architecture, which they may revisit every few years.  

A hand-out was distributed with a sample traffic signal ITS architecture.  From an ITS architecture perspective, traffic signals are something to be run, but they are also something that sends and receives information.  
We need to describe in a nationally agreed-upon language how our system works.  

Jim Yin noted that ITS architecture will tell us what the relations are between signal operations and other agencies.  We don’t need to know what signal equipment the agencies have; just how it relates to other agencies.  

Agencies will not be asked to draw their relationships from a blank page.  Andrew Meese phrased it; “We’ll tell you what we think you do, then you tell us if it’s right”.  The hand-out diagrams don’t necessarily show all the relationships.  

Bob Winick endorsed the approach of getting technical approval at the technical staff level, and getting policy approval at the policy level.

COG staff will be meeting with WMATA staff to get more information from them.  
We can incorporate plans for the future into the architecture to the extent that the agencies provide them and the committees agree.  If there are disagreements among the agencies, we will characterize them and move on.

· COG staff will update the regional ITS architecture by April 6, 2005.  The architecture will be descriptive of the relationships and information flows that already exist between agencies, not prescriptive of what should exist.  Agency staff will be asked to provide input, but they will be provided with a strawman of what COG staff believes the relationships are.   A technical committee will approve the technical detail of the ITS architecture, while the TPB will approve a policy statement.   

6. Traffic Signal Priority for Transit
Thomas Harrington, WMATA


Thomas Harrington discussed a hand-out on WMATA’s bus ITS planning.  
The group discussed different concepts of bus ITS planning – BRT versus maintaining a schedule.  BRT – Bus Rapid Transit – involves moving buses as fast as possible down a given corridor, maintaining headways, but without any fixed schedule.  Headways should be short enough so that no schedule is necessary.  Maintaining a schedule, on the other hand, may involve slowing a bus down to keep it on schedule.  Schedules should be maintained wherever bus headways are long enough (15 minutes +) so that passengers need to know exactly when a bus will arrive.  

There was discussion of the trade-offs involved in bus priority.  Bus priority disrupts the ordinary functioning of the signal system, making a bus into a “moving event” as far as traffic operations are concerned.  Transit priority may not be acceptable on every corridor.   Another policy issue is whether to account for occupancy in deciding whether to push a bus along.  One school of thought says there is no point in pushing an empty bus, while the other notes that waiting passengers may want an empty bus to arrive on time.   
Technical issues were also discussed.  The ideal for WMATA is to use the same prioritization equipment across the region, but there are substantial differences in equipment and communications protocols across the region.  A bus may have to carry more than one type of equipment to be able to communicate with signals in all the jurisdictions.  If equipment is to be standardized, there is the question of who pays.  Frequency of polling or communication with the buses was another concern – how frequently does the bus location have to be known for adequate control?  

Andrew Meese noted that ordinary signal optimization benefits all traffic, including buses.  We should acknowledge and support that fact.  Knowing where all buses are could prove useful for emergency preparedness, as could a state of the art traffic signal control system. 
Bob Winick noted that relatively speaking bus priority improvements are moderate cost, but they are not yet ready to go, so cannot be considered short term improvements.  Tom Harrington suggested that the pilot projects include before and after traffic studies.  Bob Winick suggested that we make use of the existing traffic monitoring efforts.  
John Riehl suggested that in choosing the corridors we be careful to choose corridors in which the traffic signals are the problem.  It may be that much larger improvements can be achieved though prohibiting certain turn movements, or on-street parking.  Or high volumes may make any improvement in congestion difficult.  
· WMATA will work with the agencies to resolve outstanding issues with respect to various bus priority projects
7. Jurisdictional Updates
Fairfax City will install cameras and Wavetronics counting centers.  It will upgrade its signal system.  Downtown Fairfax will go back to two-way traffic for economic development reasons.  
Arlington will optimize 175 signals by June 2005.  On the Columbia Pike corridor 21 signals will be equipped for bus priority by March, 2005, as well as with pre-emption for fire trucks.  

Ling Li announced that VDOT will develop holiday timing plans for the regional shopping centers for use between Thanksgiving and Christmas.  165 intersections are involved.  

8. Other business

At the last meeting it was decided to meet quarterly.  However, some thought that the current volume of business might require meeting every two months.  Michael Farrell agreed to confer with the Chair and float several possible meeting dates via e-mail.  It would be good for the group to settle back into a regular meeting schedule.  

9. Adjourn.  
