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Introduction:
Marty Stone opened the meeting with a short introduction that focused on this meeting as being the first in a series of face-to-face meeting (both steering committee and sub-committees) as suggested at the last IOP Steering Committee meeting in Philadelphia.
The primary purpose of this meeting was to formalize the organization of the new sub-committees and sub-group. It was not to be for discussing IOP solutions, however, it was recognized that some discussion would be necessary to clear up any misunderstandings about the roles and responsibilities of the sub-committees.
The meeting agenda was to identify the overall focus of each sub-committee, the near-term objectives, any potential overlaps between the sub-committees, scheduling and membership and support issues. 
The new Sub-Committees include: 
(1) Roadside Operations – Chaired by Tom Knuckey from Atkins, 
(2) Back Office Operations – Chaired by Tim Reilly from CTRMA and 
(3) Communications – Chaired by Rosa Rountree from Egis. 
· Define activities and potential overlaps between the sub-committees
· Scheduling process and targets
· Membership – populating the sub-committees
A.  Roadside Operations Sub-Committee Activities
The discussion included the following two main tasks: (1) technical solutions for tags and readers and (2) cost estimating for implementation of the various potential technical solutions.
 
 Tag/Readers -
Coordination and oversight of the final results and information coming out of the current technical sub-group activities related to the protocol investigation, leading to
· a recommendation for what transponders and readers we will test
· how they will be tested
· who will test
· who will oversee and certify the testing
· how to involve the private sector in helping to develop and conduct the tests
· ETC.  - a lot of details still to be developed
 
Technical Sub-group – Bob Redding was recognized for the excellent work of the technical sub-group – they are close to wrapping up their initial investigation activities to identify a uniform set of requirements for tags and readers – and a discussion ensured related to one of the last tasks – the class on the tag survey – the plan is for the sub-group to have a final report ready prior to the Denver IBTTA meeting.
The next step is to take the requirements document and work forward toward a certification testing process – (evaluating protocols for the mix of transponders and readers that are identified for potential use as a national protocol) – not a lot of vendor participation on the group as yet but the expectation is they will be brought into the conversation prior to finalizing the testing 
For Denver- the desire is for the sub-group is to revise the draft report from Philadelphia to a final (incorporating the results of the discussions about the open items). The  Technical Sub-Group is doing weekly calls now – and may have a meeting in Sunday in Denver (though the feeling was that this may not be necessary – if so, the Saturday prior to the IBTTA meeting will be identified as a potential meeting date for this group).
Testing was discussed related to whether it would be a two tag approach or multi-protocol.
The general testing steps were discussed should the approach be either two-protocol or multi-protocol:
1. Vendors will be invited to provide input for the various configurations – the complexity of multi-protocol testing for tags and readers was called out - this will involve a lot of combinations and a lot of testing cycles
2. If one protocol proves out to be superior in working with all other in-use protocols this will help reduce amount of testing needed
3. Find 3rd party certification entity – for manufacturers to have their hardware certified – OmniAir has been identified as the logical organization for this activity (see OCS approach shared in Philly)
PJ Wilkins suggested that we find a better name than “2-tag” solution – this is about identifying a single “national” protocol that could be used within any or all regions – and would be a logical tag for agencies to evolve toward. 
And, he reiterated the need for us to create a definition of the word “open” when referring to an open transponder protocol.
It was pointed out that it is possible that no current tag will fit the list of requirements being developed by the technical team – however, that doesn’t mean that a tag can not be selected because tag requirements could be reduced which defines the final solution which will be recommended by the IOP Steering Committee as one that will be based on policy and cost impacts as well as technology.
Cost Estimating
Concurrent with the tag/reader effort, the sub-committee will start on a high-level cost estimate of the impact of the variety of potential scenarios related to the dual-protocol and/or multi-protocol approach to achieving national IOP. The key elements identified for the cost estimating activity include:
· Need to frame the problem – how many lanes – the subcommittee will develop and survey and provide it to the other subcommittees, the Technical subgroup has contact info, as does IBTTA to support the distribution of the survey; 
· ATI offered to coordinate survey activities.
· Focus on the cost of implementation - agency costing and national level costs associated with movements to or from certain tags and readers (IAG vs. 6B vs. 6C – whatever tags selected as potential national tags) 
Cost estimating will be done at using high level planning techniques. Tom indicated that he will have a select group of committee members to work the topic – determine the cost of implementation (not operations) = estimates for hardware, integration and testing (program level/order-of-magnitude costing) – including one-time back-office costs as provided from the Back office Subcommittee.

· National  and regional impact
· Tom suggested development of a tool for individual agencies to model their potential implementation costs of IOP – web tool 
The issue of class on the tag was used as an example – Stan Ciszewski said that some classes cannot be determined by technology – that would require images for all transactions – some agencies may not be able to handle data demand (with current technology and resources) – and some changes may require a change in state laws. There is not complete agreement on the statement about technology not being able to identify all classes and this area may require more discussion.
If class on the tag is not required, Bob Redding indicated that up to 20 IAG members may have to change their approach. Bob also indicated that that requiring the IAG vehicle class on the tag would take 11 bits of space.  If class is required on a national tag, then many agencies outside of the IAG might have to do things they don’t currently do to manage tag inventories, and to program tags based on tag class.  
Agencies that don’t employ class information as part of their roadside processing would not be forced to change their systems to use. It is for the benefit of those agencies who use it today. 
All of this will be taken into account when defining cost impacts of the various solutions.
This discussion reinforced the need for good numbers on lanes/tags/readers from all US toll agencies.
Also, the sub-committee will not attempt to evaluate the revenue impacts for agencies.
In terms of the cost issue, it was felt that this subject was the one that would generate the most overlap between the roadside and back office sub-committees.
 
B. Back Office Operations Sub-Committee Activities
The focus of this sub-committee is on the institutional issues needed to support the exchange and settlement of transactions between regions and/or individual member agencies - to include:
 
         Investigation of the financial messaging formats already in use (similar to the approach used for the protocols - and to be done with full representation from around the US and Canada - looking at 
· Investigating requirements for financial messages to establish a base set that would work for all (if possible)
· Investigating the potential to use all of the existing messaging formats with interpretation engines (to begin with – like the ATI pilot)
· the evaluation of those formats to determine which, if any would meet the basic set of requirement 
· investigation (if the group thinks necessary) of the development of a new universal messaging format that all would eventually evolve to
Tim Reilly reported that he was already gathering all IOP agreements – and will then aggregate them into matrix similar to effort of tech working group on protocols – matrix first – ID similarities – aggregate and then ask for additional info
All members of the committee at this point are consultants (because they are available to work) will bring agencies in later (once the draft matrix is available) 
PJ Wilkins made a point that while having the consultants involved in important and helpful, it is important to get the agency representatives involved in that work….the agencies need to drive the process.
Marty Stone asked for suggestions about how can we get more agencies involved – get them to make/allow the commitment of staff time and energy.
Related to business rules development, the focus will be on high level business rules to deal with IOP – for exchange – payment guarantees, timing, etc. The aim being to identify 10-15 “simple” basic rules for IOP – a uniform national set.
Each agency would still have their own business rules but the goal is to define a set of exchange requirements and operating rules that all IOP agencies would accept.
Concurrent with that effort, start on a high-level cost estimate of the impact of this variety of potential messaging scenarios – what the potential cost impact might be – high-level planning estimates
 
Concurrent with that effort, start investigating the institutional issues like basic business rules and inter-regional, inter-agency agreements,
 
Coordination with the policy-oriented cost-sharing sub-group (currently headed by Diane Scaccetti) to take the output of that group 
C.  Communications
Rosa Rountree explained that she will be looking for a small group of agency public information and/or /marketing reps to work with her on the development of a national IOP symbol that could be used on signs, letterhead, communications materials, etc.
She indicated the need for funding to bring on a “branding”  consultant to assist – with a two-step approach – identify a unique identifier + then determine the impact of implementation (cost and institutional)
 D.  Schedules
The idea for the sub-committee work is to use the output of all of these groups to help formulate the back-office element of the IOP plan.
 General conversation about schedule development – focusing on two elements:
 
Near-term (6-8 months or more) sub-committee schedule of activities – meetings, conference calls, etc. – with the understanding that the IBTTA Board expects a firm schedule be developed and presented at the January Board meeting in Miami.
Tom indicated his sub-committee would be meeting every three weeks and would be employing conference calling and webinars. A short discussion ensured on the value of using web-based applications for the sub-committees and for the IOP Steering committee – especially if there were incremental decisions that needed to be made to keep the process moving.
(2) Deliverable of a plan and implementation – PJ introduced a discussion of the MAP-21 mandate for an Interoperable national system by 2016 – the discussion then focused on what that should mean for the IOP Committee and IBTTA.
Marty suggested that satisfaction of the congressional mandate would be impossible to guarantee because neither the committee or IBTTA has control of the actions of every toll agency in North America – but that we do have the opportunity to create a plan that would lead to interoperability within that time frame should agencies choose to implement those plan components that would create interoperability for their customers and IOP customers using their facilities.
For the IOP Steering committee – the future meeting schedule was discussed – 
A Steering Committee Meeting is currently scheduled for Sunday morning at 10:30 AM prior to the beginning of the Denver IBTTA conference.  
Topics for IOP Steering in Denver:
· Decision making – who is decider, how are decisions vetted, made and documented? Both for the current process as well as the continuing organization after implementation.
· Definition of what an “open” standard is.  This standard will then be applied throughout the remainder of the work.
· Report of the tech working group and decision on adoption of the recommendations therein.

Vancouver will be tough for attendance/participation and will not likely have a face-to-face meeting
Early October and December have been identified as potential time frames for follow-up meetings – perhaps one in Delaware (EZ-Pass) [Note: IOP Steering Committee scheduled for Oct. 2nd, Wilmington, DE]
Neil and Sharon will work on a permanent public IOP calendar and seek good dates for future meetings 
E.  IOP Sub-Committee Membership 

The general discussion was focused on the difficulty in finding people with the knowledge and experience to participate who also can make the commitment of time and resources required to be an active member.
Committee membership – recommendations have been received – being sought – are there logical groups we are missing?
The need to communicate with non-IBTTA members about IOP and include them in the process was highlighted by Dave Moretti.
Suggestion that within the effort to solicit information from all toll operators in US to help develop the cost estimates, we might find some opportunities for new members – not a sales pitch but an effort to inform all of the timeline and goals we are working with – asking for their participation and allowing ourselves the opportunity to fairly say that we have communicated with the “industry” – not just our memberships.
The need to develop, maintain and distribute a master list of the IOP committee members was discussed. It was suggested as a role for IBTTA staff.
F. General discussions topics and thoughts:
· Do people in our industry understand how important IOP is?
· The risks of not complying with MAP-21 (you didn’t do what you committed to do).
· What are the revenue opportunities of IOP? An overlooked factor – IOP can have positive aspects.
· Interoperability is not an “end” – it is a means to an end, which is customer service.
G. Other
Towards the end of the meeting, Mike Heiligenstein dropped in and addressed the working group. 
�Marty,  I thought we agreed that our cost would be restricted to the roadside aspects and not the back office, that these would come from Tim’s group as we don’t have a handle on the policy issues that will drive costs of the back office?





