National Steering Committee on Transportation Operations

Meeting Summary

November 13, 2001, 8:00 am to 1:00 pm

Washington, DC
I.
WELCOME & MEETING OVERVIEW
A.
Introductions
B.
Purpose of Meeting – Frank Francois
II.
REVIEW OF NATIONAL SUMMIT PROCEEDINGS – Valerie Briggs & Steve Lockwood
Does the Executive Summary adequately summarize the common ground and themes from the Summit?  Are the legislative options correctly explained?  How should the final report be distributed?

III.
ROUNDTABLE UPDATE & DISCUSSION ON LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS – NSC Members

A.
Presentation: Surface Transportation Infostructure – Jeff Paniati

B.
Presentation: Organizing for Regional Operations – Vince Pearce

In light of the legislative options identified during the Summit, what activities is your organization going to be undertaking? The NSC may not actively promote a legislative initiative.  What is the most effective means, outside the NSC, to develop and promote a “1-2 punch” as identified during the Summit?

IV.
MOVING FROM DIALOGUE TO ACTION – PROPOSED ACTIONS

A.
Breakout Discussion – NSC Members, Facilitator: Kathy Stein
(See attachment)
For the last two years, the NSC has been building a coalition to educate on the operations concept.  Discussions at the Summit indicated its time to move from dialogue to action.  A proposed list of intended outcomes for 2002-3 is provided as a baseline for discussion.  The outcomes and applicable actions were synthesized from the Summit Proceedings.  The “Proposed Outcomes” are:

1. A greater awareness of operations and understanding of its value by both the public and local, State, and federal decision-makers.

2. Greater collaboration among regional stakeholders on operations.

3. Linkage between traditional capital planning process and planning for operations.

4. A performance-based transportation system focused upon reliability.

5. The continued, aggressive advancement of Operational programs and policies.

In breakout groups by categories, NSC members will review the draft list of   actions for completeness and then prioritize the critical action items.

B. Breakout Report - NSC Members, Facilitator: Kathy Stein
Reports, discussions and endorsements of specific activities by category.  Identification of high priority activities and “who” is responsible.

V. FINAL THOUGHTS AND ADJOURNMENT - Frank Francois
When should the National Steering Committee meet again?

I. 
Welcome and Meeting Overview
A.
Introductions

Participants:

* Indicates NSC member

Doug Alexander, National League of Cities*

Tom Brahms, Institute of Transportation Engineers*

Joanna Ciberman, National League of Cities

Allan DeBlasio, John Volpe Transportation Systems Center, U.S. DOT

Dave Ekern, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

Andrea Fisher, American Public Works Association

Frank Francois, Consultant, Steering Committee Chair*

John Harding, Federal Highway Administration

Delania Hardy, Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations

Robert Hicks, Public Technologies Incorporated*

John Horsley, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials*

Christine Johnson, Federal Highway Administration*

Steve Lockwood, Parsons Brinkerhoff*

Kevin Luten, ACT*

John Mason, Science Applications International Corporation

Mark Norman, Transportation Research Board

Bill Millar, American Public Transportation Association*

John O’Donnell, John Volpe Transportation Systems Center, U.S. DOT

Jeff Paniati, ITS Joint Program Office, U.S. DOT

Vince Pearce, Federal Highway Administration

Susan Petty, Federal Highway Administration

Laurie Radow, Federal Highway Administration

Brad Sant, American Road and Transportation Builders Association*

Rolf Schmitt, Federal Highway Administration

Robert Skinner, Transportation Research Board*

Joseph Sussman, Massachusetts Institute of Technology*

Phil Tarnoff, University of Maryland*

Staff/Facilitators:
Valerie Briggs, Booz Allen Hamilton

Aliyah Horton, Institute of Transportation Engineers

Scott Johnson, Federal Highway Administration 

Kathy Stein, Howard Stein-Hudson Associates

B.
Purpose of Meeting – Frank Fancois
Frank Francois identified the purpose of the meeting as three-fold:

1. Validate the common themes that came out of the Summit; and
2. Discuss individual association’s legislative activities in the context of the legislative options that were identified during the Summit.

3. Identify the primary actions and activities to be undertaken as part of the national dialogue over the next 2 years;  
II.
review of national summit proceedings – Valerie Briggs & Steve Lockwood

A.
Presentation of Proceedings 

Valerie Briggs familiarized members with the Draft Proceedings for the National Summit on Transportation Operations. She demonstrated the proceedings website, which is temporarily available at http://opssummit.xservices.com/index.htm. After a review period, the finalized site will become available through ITE’s website. Members were asked to thoroughly review all material and provide feedback to Valerie at briggs_valerie@bah.com. Valerie also went over each section of the Executive Summary Document, asking participants to pay particular attention to the Next Steps on page 6, because they indicate a position for the Steering Committee. The following comments were made regarding the proceedings:

· Tom Brahms would like to see development and inclusion of a glossary of operations terms. No group currently maintains a such a glossary. Valerie agreed to work with ITE on its development and inclusion.

B.
Assessment of Summit Outcomes – Steve Lockwood

Steve Lockwood assessed the current state of affairs regarding operations following the Summit. He made the following points and charges for the advancement of operations:

1. Need for Operations – We have a long way to go in helping key constituents to understand the benefits and become advocates of operations. The needs and levels of engagement of constituents varies significantly across the country – many urban areas are actively engaged in real-time transportation management, while other areas struggle to adequately maintain infrastructure. In addition, the beneficiaries of operations programs – the traveling public and others – are not aware of the concept of active management of the transportation system and are, therefore, not demanding it. These players do not know that they are stakeholders. Support groups haven’t formed, and politics are not yet mature.

2. Logic for Decisionmaking – Today, many transportation funding and decisionmaking processes are no longer made through a logical framework based on economic analysis. We need to re-establish the importance of a logical framework and economic base for decisionmaking.

3. Scope of Operations – The scope of operations was discussed little at the Summit. Scope should be defined in terms of activities that improve system performance. These can be categorized into 6 or 7 things that transportation system owner/operators are already doing – however with great variation among agencies in how they organize and manage these functions. Although tremendous variation exists among owner/operators, most do not organize these functions as if they are related.

4. Planning for Operations – There is currently no apparatus or process for planning for operations. What is needed is much smaller in scale than the current capital planning process and apparatus (Metropolitan Planning Organizations). Summit participants support gradual, or evolutionary, development of the necessary processes and apparatus for operations planning. Stakeholders need work with FHWA, TRB, and others to develop federal legislation and guidance to encourage this evolution.

5. Cultural Change – State DOTs are the primary owner/operators of the transportation system. There is tremendous variation among these agencies in how they approach operations. Change is already taking place in some, though significant change is needed in most. Agency cultural change will be a long-term campaign.

6. Resources – Money is not the issue. Priorities are the issues. To what degree is it necessary to create incentives to change priorities and encourage agencies to make the changes that we support?

7. Mainstreaming the Federal Aid Program – The Federal Aid Process needs to involve new players, including state and local interest groups. Either the National Dialogue Steering Committee or a spin-off needs to develop consensus among agencies, similar to the Transportation 2020 effort that led up to the passage of ISTEA legislation in 1991. That effort involved weekly meetings among associations for 18 months.

8. Institutional Challenges – Infrastructure owner operators are not the whole game. Law enforcement/public safety key. New relationships need to be forged between these groups. It is not yet clear how this will be done.

9. Awareness and Education – We have come a long way in spreading the word about operations, but there is still a lot of work to be done as we carry this concept forward.

III.
Roundtable Update and Discussion of Legislative Options

A.
Discussion of Steering Committee Focus Going Forward

Members discussed the future role of the National Steering Committee, in particular whether it should focus on developing consensus among participants or serve as a platform for the discussion of issues. Most participants felt the need for some group to move forward in developing key points of agreement for federal legislation based on National Dialogue Outcomes to date. Desire was expressed not to lose the progress made to date and to develop an easy-to-read document that synthesizes outcomes into a few main points and supports these points. It was pointed out that government sponsored initiatives cannot advocate positions or lobby and that the Transportation 2020 initiative prior to ISTEA was an association-supported initiative. Some participants felt it would not be possible to develop consensus on many legislative issues and that this should not be the goal of the Committee, but that the Committee and the National Dialogue provide a valuable role in disseminating information. In the end, participants agreed to continue the National Dialogue and the Steering Committee with the following statement of purpose:

It is the goal of the National Dialogue to wherever possible develop common focus and vision and provide a forum for positions to be prepared and discussed.

Questions were also raised regarding whether the Dialogue would continue to receive Federal resources to support its activities.  

B.
Legislative Options and Reactions to the Summit – Christine Johnson
Dr. Christine Johnson, Program Manager of the Office of Operations at the Federal Highway Administration provided remarks on legislative outcomes of the Summit and insights on national reaction. She praised the buzzwords “safety, reliability, and security” which emerged from the conference, as powerful terms to describe the goals of operations and advance its cause. She also stated interest in furthering the concept of “accelerated evolution” to describe the institutional change that needs to take place within existing transportation agencies to support operations. Dr. Johnson disagreed with many Summit participants on the need to define operations, believing, instead, that operations will define itself over time as practitioners become familiar with the concepts. The attention the Summit received and subsequent reaction are evidence that the operations initiative is making progress toward its goals, she stated. However, if progress is to continue, it is critical that operations get a permanent foothold in federal legislation to provide visibility and resources. Until reauthorization there will be few funds available for continuing research through the National Dialogue. Any targeted federal funding programs for operations need to resonate with the public and have ownership from multiple stakeholders at the local/regional level. Good potentials include a Safety, Reliability, and Security program or a congestion program focusing on bottlenecks or non-recurrent congestion. Dr. Johnson also relayed a sense of growing interest in operations as one of three parallel functions ((1) New capacity and infrastructure, (2) maintenance, (3) operations) within U.S.DOT, citing Federal Highway Administrator, Mary Peters’ genuine statement of interest and request for feedback at the Summit. Dr. Johnson encouraged Committee members to follow up on Ms. Peters request.

C.
Presentation: Surface Transportation Infostructure – Jeff Paniati (presentation slides attached)

Jeff Paniati, of the ITS Joint Program Office of the U.S. DOT presented an overview of the administration’s vision for a “Nationwide network of information that provides a real-time view of the surface transportation system condition and performance at the city, state, and national levels.” This network will “enable public and private applications that work in concert with the physical transportation infrastructure to maximize the safety, reliability, and security of the overall surface transportation system.” The administration has been working internally and with stakeholders to define the primary functions of the network, coverage, data requirements, and characteristics. The effort was started in response to the critical nation-wide shortage of data necessary to manage transportation systems and the need for some level of uniformity of information to support valuable applications and information exchange. The events of September 11 and subsequent focus on National Security elevate this need and make necessary public development and control of the resulting network due to security and privacy concerns.

Mr. Paniati defined the purpose of the system in terms of

· Core Functions (traffic control, incident management, performance management, traveler information)

· National Security Functions (critical infrastructure protection, military deployment management, evacuation management)

· Specialty Functions (freight management, weather management, special event management, natural disaster evacuation management, workzone management)

The system should provide basic coverage of the National Transportation System, including: the National Highway System, Strahnet, critical infrastructure, Intermodal connectors, major metropolitan arterials and rail transit. Enhanced coverage should be provided at locally determined evacuation, freight, transit, and snow and ice routes.

The system should provide continuous data on traffic volumes, traffic speeds, vehicle classifications, and weather information. Reporting systems, based on discrete data collection, should provide information about incidents, construction and other known events. Data should be free of charge, processed to a common format, and funded by the public sector at the basic level to enable public and private sector applications.

The National Weather Service (NWS) was examined as a model. The NWS provides real time data, in a processed standard format, free of charge for anyone to use, resulting in weather data available anytime, anywhere, via multiple commercial mediums. A similar outcome is desired for transportation information, whether or not a similar business model is followed.

Efforts to define the network are only beginning. Many issues remain to be defined including: cost, business models, restrictions on access, and quality control. Cost estimates for the system described vary greatly from about $500M to $5B nationally. Mr. Paniati estimates that a realistic cost range is probably $2-3B. It has also not been determined how a program to fund the costs would be structured.

Discussion of Presentation

Tom Brahms, of ITE, pointed out the value of defining the system quickly and merging this effort with the National ITS Standards initiative. Mr. Paniati replied that much of the ITS standards work is being used in defining the network. Data access and liability were brought up as important issues that need to be addressed in further development of the concept. Concern was expressed that the system enable and encourage private applications – particularly for 511. Bill Millar, of APTA, expressed a desire for inclusion of bus rapid transit in addition to rail transit in the description of system coverage. Responding to questions about priorities for system deployment, Mr. Paniati stated that National Security needs are first, followed by communication and reporting technology that do not require destruction of infrastructure. He pointed to the Arizona traveler information system as a model of non-destructive communications technologies. One Committee member expressed the necessity to consider separately the data requirements of traffic management verses traveler information. Another cautioned against the terminology of “surveillance,” due to its negative associations with the public.

A significant concern among Committee members is the ability to receive the necessary public backing to enable development of the system. One member acknowledged that states must feel an urgent need for this information in order to support such a proposal. AASHTO representatives expressed concern about the suggestion of a model similar to the NWS, to which Mr. Paniati replied that the NWS is suggested as a model in terms of desired outcomes, not necessarily as a business model. Committee members pointed out the value in involving the private sector in developing an infostructure concept and plan, particularly those who will be involved in implementing the infrastructure and services.

There was also discussion of the level of focus to be given to National Security issues. Some felt that security issues are a significant operations concern and that Committee members should act quickly to put forward security-related proposals within the next 90 days. Other felt that the committee should continue to establish a holistic view of operations with multiple focuses.

Christine Johnson ended the discussion by asking Committee members to take the strawman developed back to their organizations for additional vetting and discussion of details.

D.
Presentation: Organizing for Regional Operations – Vince Pearce (presentation attached)

Vince Pearce, of the FHWA, presented the outcomes of a working group challenged with looking at institutional issues associated with operations. In particular, the group has considered what it means to “own the congestion problems” and has identified with the following characteristics of agencies or organizations that take responsibility for operations:

· Accountability

· Ability to act 

· Central point of contact

· Performance monitoring

· Planning for operations

· Information access and exchange

· Regional transportation policy input

· Senior executive participation

· Cooperation/coordination

Mr. Pearce distributed and reviewed a number of case studies on Regional Operating Organizations developed through the National Dialogue. These studies and other National Dialogue activities are the basis for a number of findings related to institutional issues. The need for a common table that brings together multiple groups to plan for and implement operations on a regional basis was made clear at the Summit. This table may include: key transportation agencies, transit, emergency management, private sector, media, parking, and freight participants. Most successful regional models have a number of common characteristics:

· An independent decision-making structure

· Support staff

· Agreements, such as memoranda of understanding or corporate charters, between parties

· Involve high-level staff who are able to commit their organizations

· Address both immediate and long-term goals for the region 

Functions performed by most regional organizations include:

· Creation of the “table”

· Planning for operations

· Development of a concept for operations in the region

· Organization necessary to support operations programs

The models studied also provide a number of other functions, such as information and emergency coordination and regional transit coordination.

Mr. Pearce concluded the presentation by charging participants to think about how to support regional operating organizations through funding, suggesting categorical- or incentive-based approaches as alternatives.

IV.
Moving from Dialogue to Action – Proposed Actions

A.
Breakout Discussions

National Steering Committee members divided into 5 groups to consider and prioritize actions suggested during the National Summit as means of achieving 5 intended outcomes:

1.
A greater awareness of operations and understanding of its value by the public and local, State, and Federal decision-makers

2.
Greater collaboration among regional stakeholders on operations

3.
Linkage between traditional capital planning process and planning for operations

4.
A performance-based transportation system focused upon reliability

5.
Continued, aggressive advancement of Operational programs and policies

Note: list of actions attached.

B.
Breakout Group Reports

Leaders provided the reports on each groups’ discussion.

1.
Awareness
Critical questions related to this topic include:

· How do we sell operations to Congress?

· How do we get the resources needed?

· How can we change priorities of agencies within the existing institutional environment?

The group made the following recommendations to address these questions: 

· Continue to focus on and sell operations based on outcomes. 

· Stick to outcomes that resonate with constituency like SRS.

· Develop specific information about how operations can achieve outcomes.

· Show how operations can serve agency goals and objectives. Ask customer needs first.

· Be honest about what operations can achieve. Do not pit operations against capital funding.

· Augment public outreach with demonstrations of reliable and robust performance of systems in place.

· Associations and others need to take integral part in developing information and sharing it with constituencies. Messages should be geared to specific constituency groups.

2.
Stakeholder Collaboration
This group categorized the list of related actions into six primary areas:

· Building a track record of cooperation

· Customer focus

· Facilitating institutional change

· Funding

· Integrating information

· Education and training

The majority of proposed actions relate to categories 1 and 3. However, the group feels that all categories of actions are important for achieving the desired outcomes, and that additional actions should be developed for categories 2, 4, and 5. In addition, the group noted an absence of actions related to the following topics that are also critical to the stated goal:

· Incentives for cooperation.

· Leadership – which organizations will lead

· Federal initiatives

3.
Planning for Operations
The discussions of group 3 focused on 5 issues

1.
Process - A cooperative 3C process that incorporates capital planning and ops in a single process or forum is needed, and is not currently done. 

2.
Differences from capital planning – Characteristics and skills required for operations planning are very different from those for capital investment planning. Many groups are already examining this issue and should continue.

3.
Table – We need to establish what groups should be “at the table” and, secondarily, where the table should be housed and what functions it should perform.

4.
Long term investment – We need to determine how to build a timestream of investments into project planning activities to incorporate long term operations.

5.
Guidance material – We cannot wait until all issues are solved before we develop guidance materials. We need to identify objectives for research.

In summary, we need to rethink how resources allocation is done and provide successive guidance developed over multiple years.

4.
Performance Focus
This group made the following statements about performance measurement: 

· It is important to define local needs first in determining how to measure performance and define success. 

· Performance measures should not be the basis for comparison between agencies, but can be used by agencies for self-assessment.

· The list of actions included is roadmap for what needs to be done.

The group indicated priorities as follows:

1.
Development of performance measures for infostructure

2.
Outreach, education, and training

3.
Continued development of assessment tools

All other actions were equally important. The group noted that important activities are already underway in the development of evaluation tools and assessing needs.

5.
Programs and Policies
Group 5 placed all actions on equal priority and made the following comments:

· We need to take a different approach to involving freight in operations. This approach should be based on briefing freight stakeholders and asking for their input.

· Involvement of public safety is a high priority.

· Draw in participants through focus on SRS.

· There will be a variety of approaches to operations advancement within Associations.

· It is recommended that Frank Fancois write a letter to Mary Peters discussing the work of the National Steering Committee and how it should go forward. This letter should include key items on which the group agrees.
V.
Final Thoughts

As is the practice at the conclusion of each National Steering Committee meeting, participants are asked to summarize their thoughts from the meeting. Highlights from those comments are included here:

· We need to focus now on how to package goals and issues for various audiences.

· We have the opportunity now to establish ourselves as a new team with new focus. We should take advantage of this opportunity.

· The National Dialogue created number of good papers. Other groups also have good papers. There is a lot of merit to getting these out to the general public. These should be released gradually, over time, to have maximum impact.

· How do we reach out to local and state decision makers and others? We need to develop a strategy to actively engage these individuals and determine their priorities.

· We need to continue to educate local officials on issues. FHWA is doing a good job in this area and should continue. We have to teach elected officials what operations does for their communities.

· We need to do a better job with public information – explaining what operations can do.

· How operations is ultimately packaged is very important issue. Suggests selling operations as a congestion mitigation program and perhaps packaging it with CMAQ. 

· Do not pair operations vs. construction. Make case for what we are not doing.

· We’ve established the first round, but there are still many issues to discuss. We need to keep NSC forum to discuss these issues in greater detail.

· In terms of priorities for the next two years, we have a good starting point. Our first goal is to get the proceedings out. Second is to lay out a work program.

Organization Updates

Each association represented provided an update of its current and upcoming activities

· ITE – ITE is working on Capital Hill to raise issues related to operations. The Association is building a presentation on transportation activities related to the September 11 tragedies, and is also looking at hurricane evacuation efforts in Florida.

· AASHTO – The House and Senate have asked AASHTO for advice on stimulus and security packages. The Senate package labeled as security is infrastructure focused. AASHTO created a transportation security task force, which just hosted an educational forum with APTA. The Association will be ready to present a security proposal in Spring if Congress asks. AASHTO’s reauthorization proposals will be available in December. These will be present to its Steering Committee for approval in April. AASHTO is hosting an incident management workshop in March.

· APTA – APTA is working with AASHTO on Capitol Hill and on the Security Task Force. The Association will have a Program Committee meeting in December to plan the content of major meetings – Operations will be included in programs. APTA’s reauthorization task force meets in December and the Association hopes to include an operations focus. Operations has also been included in weekly magazines articles and conferences.

· NLC – Operations was discussed at NLC’s annual meeting in Scottsdale, AZ. The Association is beginning to get operations on agenda for its steering committee. At the Congress of Cities meeting in April, NLC’s Executive Committee will review and adopt policies. The Association is working to make sure operations is included in its reauthorization policy. 

· TRB – FHWA’s Planning for Operations Task Force is going to evolve into a TRB task force. The Regional Operating Organizations Subcommittee is a unique joint subcommittee between TRB and ITS America. The TRB Task Force on Data and Information is meeting later this week and looking at criteria for information needs. The Annual Meeting program will be posted on web tomorrow and will include new features to help navigate. The Transportation Performance Measures Committee is meeting in January and will be promoted to a full standing committee. The Summary of State-of-the-Art and State-of-the-Practice will be coming out soon. The TCRP and NCHRP research programs are both doing things related to security and preparedness. There is growing interest at the National Academies in how technology can make long term improvements.

· PTI – PTI is developing integrated strategies across all PTI Task Forces. It is in the process of developing relationships with National laboratories. The Association is looking at lessons learned from September 11 and what needs to be done at the local level and how technology can help. PTI’s priorities for TEA-21 will have something on operations. Currently, many large cities are concerned with economic stimulus.

· Academia – Academia contributes to the operations initiative through hard side research on technology development and application and soft side research on understanding underlying political forces.

· APWA – APWA’s Reauthorization Task Force has been meeting for about a year. Its Draft Policy will be available by the end of November and will include language about safety and security. The Association is working with PTI and other local groups on reauthorization and operations.

· NACO – NACO’s Reauthorization Task Force met in October. Section in its reauthorization proposal include operations. These are primarily targeted toward engineering and education of officials on operations will be necessary. The proposal may need to be recast to explain operations to the membership. 

· ARTBA – The ARTBA white paper is now available on ARTBA’s website. ARTBA is working on economic stimulus package. The Association’s Reauthorization work complete. There is no specific language in the policy on operations, but a lot of issues are included. Members view operations as “can of mixed nuts.” The Association has to work with its membership to help them understand that operations is part of what they do everyday. Transportation Construction Coalition – coalition of associations – have begun their reauthorization package.

· ACC – ACC is looking at lessons learned in September 11 tragedy. Results will be published in quarterly report in December. Its Reauthorization Task Force is meeting and sees operations as a key tie in. There may be opportunities to tie operations white papers into publications.

· AMPO – AMPO’s Reauthorization position paper is complete and in circulation. AMPO will be hosting a Washington Security Conference.

It was recommended that the US Conference of Mayors be invited to join the NSC. Contact Ed Somers.

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for March before AASHTO’s incident management conference in Irvine California, March 11-13.

1/10/2002

