DRAFT

Regional Transportation Coordination Program (RTCP)

Ad Hoc Steering Committee

Meeting Notes

DATE:
Friday, October 13, 2006

TIME:
1:00 PM

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

Mark Miller, WMATA
Michael Pack, University of Maryland

Richard Steeg, VDOT (via telephone)

Michael Zezeski, MSHA

1. Welcome and Review of Notes and Action Items from the September 12, 2006 Meeting
The notes from the September 12 meeting were accepted.
2. Funding Agreement for the RTCP

The status of reviews of Version 5.2 of the funding agreement was discussed:

· DDOT – Had received no formal feedback, apparently there were no major issues.

· MDOT – Reviewed by attorney general's office, brought written comments today, discussed below.

· VDOT – Reviewed and okayed by their attorney general's office.

· WMATA – Reviewed by legal office, providing a few comments discussed below.

· MWCOG – Had received no formal feedback, apparently there were no major issue other than those raised on September 12, which have already been incorporated by Mr. Langley into Version 5.3 distributed on September 21.
Mr. Contestabile distributed a memorandum containing MDOT attorney comments.
· Page 5, Section 4(b), suggested language similar to language previous requested by DDOT that funding is contingent on annual budgetary appropriation covering MDOT and all other parties, not just DDOT.

· Section 4(e), discussed the requirement to secure a TIP amendment upon any abandonment of the program. Mr. Langley agreed to check to make sure that the acronym "TIP" was defined somewhere in the agreement.

· Page 8, Section 8, suggested adding a sentence specifying that the Funding Party's maximum annual financial commitment is set forth in Sections 4(b) and 4(c).

· Page 9, Section 8(a)(5), suggested adding language to indicate that the amount set forth is the maximum COG fee for the entire four-year period. Also, it was suggested to clarify that COG's fee was not just a percentage of the contractor's billings, but was doing additional work on its own.
· Section 10(c), suggested including a statement that COG agrees to refund any payments not supported by acceptable records surviving the termination of this agreement. COG is audited annually, informing a number and variety of entities that provide funding.
· Page 11, Section 13, suggested adding language that any funding party, not just COG, may terminate the agreement for convenience.

· Page 11, Section 15A, discussed the impact of public information acts on the provision for non-disclosure, suggested adding a clause that parties agree to non-disclosure "except as may be required by law".

· Page 15, Section 25(b) references disputes in conjunction with "Services or Special Projects". The attorney had suggested deleting this since there was no other reference of work funded other than by all parties together. The committee instead agreed to explore language that would specifically enable services or special projects funded by just one of the funding agencies. This section was modeled after the similar section in the master agreement for TPB's regional transportation planning process.

· Page 15, Section 26(c), suggested adding language relating to the necessity of annual appropriations, with a thought that all funding agencies needed such language. After discussion, it was determined that the existing language needed to be changed only for MDOT.

· Page 16, Section 26, suggested adding language relating to Maryland's drug policy. The language was not attached, and Mr. Contestabile agreed to follow up with more documentation.   

· Page 17, commented on the agreement being governed by the laws of the District of Columbia, but typically Maryland grant agreements being construed under Maryland law. If a dispute arose involving Maryland or Virginia with COG, perhaps that entity will argue that their law applies. No change was requested.

· Page 17, Section 27, suggested changing the reference of the signing parties from "Transportation Agencies" to "Steering Committee Members".

Mr. Mark Miller raised comments from WMATA legal staff:

· Regarding numbering, there was currently no Section 2, which had been deleted. Mr. Langley stated numbering was kept for version comparability, and would be corrected once all comments had been finalized.

· In response to a comment, the Committee discussed and agreed that the discussion in Section 3(b) on Page 3 was not redundant with the term definitions portion of the agreement on Page 2.

· In Section 11(b), Page 10, it was to be clarified that WMATA would not be a party to special services funding.

The Committee discussed how and when officials would sign the agreement. It was determined that not all the necessary officials would be in attendance at the November 8 National Capital Region Incident Management Conference to accomplish the signing there. Likely signing would occur on an individual basis rather that in a joint event. If one of the parties signed, it would pave the way for other parties to sign. Having signatures by the time of the November 15 Transportation Planning Board meeting was discussed, but there were concerns expressed that, since it was election season, officials may not be able to sign that soon. Mr. Steeg stated he would work through VDOT operations official Connie Sorrell to obtain the VDOT Commissioner's signature.

Mr. Contestabile suggested, and the group agreed, that a single set of briefing materials be prepared with a standard message that accompanies the materials to be signed. This would consist of a cover memo with a short explanation of the program, a memorandum of understanding, the funding agreement, and draft bylaws as an attachment. The materials should contain a factual progression of events showing this agreement in context. It was agreed that Mr. Meese would draft the needed materials with input from Mr. Ham. 

The Committee discussed comments received by VDOT from the Virginia Division Office of FHWA on whether COG's Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) process for contracting was fully compliant with changed federal and state DBE policies. If the process was determined not to be compliant, the COG may have to readvertise for this contract, which would delay program implementation. It was stated that COG had no record of any official correspondence from FHWA to COG on this DBE issue, and staff had not been aware of any concerns until they were raised recently. COG has executed numerous federally-funded contracts in recent years, and no previous objections had been raised regarding its overall DBE process. VDOT and COG staffs agreed to continue to work through their respective processes and staffs to address the issue. 
3. Committee Organization, Bylaws, and Program Name

Mr. Meese presented a preliminary draft set of bylaws for the RTCP Steering Committee for comment. The draft was based primarily upon the draft bylaws of CapWIN, with a number of modifications appropriate to the RTCP. Mr. Meese noted a few highlights:

· Article I, Section 3 noted that the RTCP Steering Committee was made up of its members, but was independent of other organizations such as CapWIN or TPB.

· Article II on powers and duties was similar to that of CapWIN, except without provisions to hire staff and make contracts directly; hiring and contracting would occur through member agencies.

· Article III specified membership, voting, and the appointment of alternates. New members could be added with the agreement of the existing members. TPB would be an ex-officio, non-voting member. All votes would need to be unanimous to pass. The Committee would be required annually to select a Chairperson and two Vice Chairpersons. The Committee would select an entity to take on secretarial and record-keeping duties. A Project Manager (PM) would be appointed.

· Article IV noted similar meetings policies to those of CapWIN, except requiring the Chairperson to provide an annual briefing to the TPB.

No changes to the draft bylaws were raised. Mr. Meese asked members to review the draft in detail and provide him comments soon.
Mr. Contestabile suggested that language be inserted into the funding agreement that the Steering Committee will function according to the bylaws, and recommended the bylaws be attached to the agreement when it goes for signatures. A memorandum of understanding would also be needed; it was agreed that Mr. Meese would examine possible models and draft this MOU. Mr. Langley noted that the cover letter must say that the agreement becomes effective only when all parties have signed and other actions specified in the agreement have been accomplished.
The Committee turned to the discussion of a new shorthand name for the RTCP. Mr. Meese distributed a memo with a number of options that he proposed for discussion, which had been researched on the Internet for trademarks and other conflicts. Mr. Meese recommended choosing one of the names that appeared to have no trademark conflicts. Mr. Steeg suggested "Mid-Atlantic Transportation Operations Coordination (MATOC)" from the list. However, Mr. Pack suggested not including any specific geographic reference in the name, such as "Washington" or "Mid-Atlantic", for flexibility. Mr. Meese suggested substituting the words "Metropolitan Area" for "Mid-Atlantic" in MATOC, and the Steering Committee agreed to use the name "Metropolitan Area Transportation Operations Coordination" (MATOC) for the program.

4. Briefing Preparation for the November 8 National Capital Region Incident Management Conference

It was agreed that Mr. Ham would lead preparations for the presentation. Mr. Ham would lead off on the presentation with a broad discussion of regional transportation including MATOC, followed by Mr. Pack to discuss RITIS, and Roddy Moscoso to discuss CapWIN.
5. Update Preparation for the November 15 Transportation Planning Board Meeting

This presentation would take place at the November 15 TPB meeting, and not at the October 18 meeting as previously discussed, due to changes in overall planning for TPB agenda items. Materials developed for the November 8 presentation would be a good basis for this presentation.
Mr. Meese felt the TPB would be especially interested in hearing progress on people and process issues.  He suggested that perhaps the identification of a few commonalities and changes among agencies' operating procedures that could result from an examination by Mr. Ham’s would be worth detailing.  Mr. Contestabile noted that it should be conveyed how complex and difficult it is to put together a program of this nature; any lack of progress should not be interpreted as lack of commitment. Mr. Mark Miller noted that it should be clear that anything stood up as interim will not necessarily be what the final product will be like.

Mr. Contestabile drew a diagram (see below) with the RTCP in the middle, and shapes for people, process, technology, and agencies surrounding, with an information output arrow. Such a diagram may illustrate the need for the RTCP as well as its complexity.
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6. Update on Telvent Farradyne Activities

Mr. Ham provided a handout on suggested further activities under the MDOT/SHA task order contract, assuming resources can be made available. He described a potential short-term work plan that would supplement the work plan provided on September 12.  This additional work would focus on convening regional liaisons to discuss criteria used to classify an incident as regional, notification procedures, and performance measures. 
Assuming Mr. Ham can move forward, contact persons identified for Mr. Ham to meet included Jim Austrich and Yanlin Li of DDOT, Alvin Marquess and Mike Zezeski of MDOT/SHA, Amy McElwain of VDOT, and Jeff Anderson, and Dan Epps and/or Hercules Ballard of WMATA. Mr. Miller was to check on an appropriate WMATA paratransit operations center point of contact. The November 8 conference may be an opportunity to talk to a group of operators. The need for more ties between roadway personnel and transit personnel was to be examined. Discussions would need to be on an ongoing basis, with regular updates to and feedback from the Steering Committee.

Mr. Ham also reported on his activities over the last month, which included:

· Meeting with Michael Pack of the University of Maryland CATT Lab to discuss RITIS and its status,
· Meeting with Jeff Bryan of the Volpe Center to discuss views gained from developing the RTCP Concept of Operations and other documents,
· Reviewing CHART and VDOT standard operating procedures and working to obtain similar sets of procedures from DDOT and WMATA, and
· Attending Steering Committee meetings, the ITS Architecture Committee meeting to assist with determining the RTCP’s place in the regional architecture and the RITIS Traveler Information ConOps session.
7. Coordination Among the RTCP, RESF-1, MOITS, and RITIS Efforts

Planning was ongoing for a tabletop exercise for the RESF-1 emergency transportation committee to take place on November 28. Preparation activities for this exercise had again raised the issue of coordination among these several efforts with overlap.
Mr. Contestabile suggested use of his diagram (see figure below) showing increasing complexity and duration of an incident moving it from local to regional to state to national. The "local" portion of the diagram was primarily the purview of MOITS, the "regional" the purview of the RTCP, and the state/national the purview of the RESF-1 Committee. Mr. Mark Miller suggested moving the borders to show more overlap of the regional portion of the diagram into the MOITS and RESF-1 areas. The Committee suggested use of a diagram of this sort when presenting on the RTCP and its relationship to the other activities. In these overlapping activities, the people involved are often the same at different levels of incident, but the processes are different. 

[image: image2]
Mr. Meese noted a difference between the RESF-1 and MOITS/RTCP spheres in that both focus on regional-scale or widespread impacts of incidents, but the RESF/ emergency management process also generally includes the element of large-scale threats to public safety.
Mr. Contestabile noted how CapWIN tools evolved to enable field access to WebEOC and EMMA maps in Maryland, demonstrating that it was important to be able to scale technologies so that everyday tools can be scaled to a bigger event.

8. ITS Earmarks

Mr. Zezeski spoke to a handout, an application for use of unexpended ITS earmark funds, for the University of Maryland Center for Advanced Transportation Technology to undertake a project entitled "Common Field Reporting System and Communications System for Transportation (CFRS)". The project would bridge information sharing gaps for public safety and transportation data, in connection with RITIS and CapWIN. The Steering Committee endorsed the proposal.

Mr. Langley distributed copies of the "Federal ITS/Technology Earmarks for Virginia or the Washington Metropolitan Area ITS Projects for Northern Virginia Quarterly Report", dated September 30, 2006, for the information of the Steering Committee. Mr. Langley will be maintaining this report.

9. Other Business

The Committee agreed to keep the next meeting scheduled at the usual time, Tuesday, November 14, 2006, 2:30 PM, immediately following the MOITS meeting.

10. Action Items

a. Provide language to Mr. Langley on that COG will account for its own work separate from but bundled with billing for consultant work under the contract (Meese).
b. Distribute suggested agreement language to address Maryland's drug policy (Contestabile).
c. Explore the DBE contract policies issue and inform the Committee of any updates (Meese with other COG/TPB staff; Steeg).

d. Develop components of a standard package that will go to the senior transportation leadership for signatures, including cover letter, MOU, and draft bylaws (Meese) to accompany the agreement (Langley).

e. Review draft Steering Committee bylaws in detail and provide comments to Mr. Meese before the next meeting (All).

f. Prepare for November 8 and November 15 presentations (Ham).

g. Continue short-term work activities at discussed at the September 12 meeting including document reviews, staff meetings, and work plan and timeline development (Ham).

h. Discuss with Mike Zezeski the possibility of further MDOT/SHA support to enable Mr. Ham to begin more in-depth interactions with regional operations center operators (Ham).

i. Check on an appropriate WMATA paratransit operations center point of contact (M. Miller).
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