Public Transport Information Coordination Group                    Notes of a meeting on 12 October 2011
1 Introduction

1.1 The meeting was held at the Omnibus’ Oldham Offices on 12 October 2011 at 13:00.

1.2 Attendees were:

· Chas Allen (Stagecoach);

· David Houston (First);

· Ian Barratt (Lancashire CC);

· John Prince (Traveline South Yorkshire);

· Mark Cartwright (RTIG);
· Martin White (Trapeze);

· Mike Hilton (Thales);

· Nick Knowles (Trapeze PTI);
· Peter Stoner (Traveline);

· Richard Warwick (Arriva);

· Rob West (Omnibus);
· Russell Gard (Connexionz);

· Seamus Kane (Translink);

· Simon Corrigan (Translink);

· Tom Eames (Centaur).
1.3 Apologies were given by:

· Chris Gibbard (Transport Direct);

· David Batchelor (Kent CC);

· John Garner (TfGM);

· Mark Fell (TTR);

· Paul Everson (Trapeze);

· Paul Houghton (Transoniq);

· Roy Jeffries (Stagecoach);

· Roger Slevin (TD Standards Team)

· Stuart Woods (Durham CC);
· Sue Walnut (National Express);
· Tom Lake (Interglossa).

1.4 This note does not provide a full set of minutes; it concentrates on recording the topics of debate and action points arising from the discussions.

2 Notes and matters arising
2.1 The notes and actions from the previous meeting were discussed. No points of accuracy were raised.
2.2 No update was available on Bastian Blankenburg’s action to develop a case study of mobile device tracking in Berlin. Given that there had been no response on this action over the past few meetings, the meeting agreed that this action be dropped.

2.3 The notes from the last meeting were accepted.

3 Traveline Updates

Traveline National Dataset (TNDS)
3.1 PS reported that the TNDS procurement was now complete, with Basemap confirmed as the successful bidder. Basemap were a regular user of Traveline data and had particular experience in accessibility planning. The TNDS contract covered a period of 5 years, with initial work focussing on the organisation and collection of data before making it available through the TNDS. The target date for rolling out the TNDS would be the end of February 2012.
3.2 A number of databases were being interlinked using the TNDS, including TransXChange data from Traveline regions. National Operator Code data; school holiday data; and service interchange data would also incorporated into the TNDS. NK warned PS that catering for interchanges within the NeTEx model had been a complicated process, with multiple levels of detail being required. Once all the data had been incorporated into the TNDS, a series of integrity tests would be carried out to assess the TNDS datasets. 
3.3 One question that remained was whether data within the TNDS would be ‘open’. Early indications were that data contained within the TNDS would be ‘open’, with coverage of the TNDS at the 2011 Traveline Conference cited as one example of where this indication had been made.
3.4 Coverage of the procurement of the TNDS had been circulated via the Traveline data website (http://travelinedata.org.uk/tnds.htm) and through Traveline’s social media channels, which included Twitter and Facebook. 
National Operator Codes (NOC) Database

3.5 PS said that he had not yet gone through all of the NOC files that had been supplied by the Traveline regions. JP was currently coordinating some edits of the Yorkshire operator codes dataset. The relationship between the NOC Database and the TNDS was not clear at present but it was intended that NOC codes be used within the TDNS. 
4 OpenStreetMap Meeting Report
4.1 A meeting had been held with Peter Miller and a number of PTIC members during July to discuss the potential of crowdsourcing data using tools such as OSM. No immediate actions arose from the meeting although Peter Miller and Roger Slevin had agreed to continue mapping stations following the meeting.
4.2 PS felt that mapping an entire line of stations could provide a useful example to other OSM users. PS had therefore begun mapping features of stations between Carlisle and Hexham. The usefulness of station features varied, with features such as the shape of the platform, links between platforms and station accessibility identified as being more useful than ‘nice to have’ features such as the shape of a station’s car park.
4.3 MC asked whether there was a Transmodel-based standard which catered for accessibility information. NK said that IFOPT, now formally ratified as a CEN standard, had accessibility elements within it. It was intended that Transmodel would be updated in line with IFOPT. NK informed the group the Transmodel update had been approved in principle by CEN, but was still awaiting funding before work could begin. 

4.4 NK noted that mapping of features on a single level was fairly straightforward, but that mapping features on multiple levels were far more complicated and difficult for users to interpret.
4.5 The main challenge identified by the group was how to take OSM from a useful tool to find out local characteristics of stations to providing data for industrial strength services. For this to happen, data would need to be of a sufficient quality and consistency across UK transport nodes. Setting up an OSM user website that provided instructions of how to map useful station features was suggested as a means of doing this. It was suggested by a few group members that only DfT had the required central authority to pursue this, but that securing funding to develop and maintain such a site could prove problematic.
4.6 Introduction of a transport information layer within OSM was suggested as one method to encourage users to populate OSM with transport information. In order for this layer to be populated, it was acknowledged that a large user community would need to be made aware of this layer and provided with appropriate guidance of how to populate it. PS identified the ‘’Talk Transit’ OSM user group as one group who could be targeted.

4.7 Concerns were raised that wrong data could be entered into OSM which could damage the chances of widespread usage of OSM data. JP noted that OSM users were more likely to populate OSM with information that had not yet been entered than correcting existing information. PS said that there was a possibility journey planners would still use OSM data even if there was a risk of it being inaccurate. Reference was made to the London’s Countdown site, which used OSM maps to display stop locations.
4.8 It was suggested that a position statement from PTIC on potential value of crowdsourced data to journey planning could facilitate the introduction of crowdsourced information within journey planners. 

4.9 PS agreed to create a list of how OSM could be used by journey planners.

ACTION: PS to create OSM use case list 

5 NeTEx Update
5.1 Work on developing the XML schema for Parts 1 and 2 of NeTEx were largely complete. It was anticipated that the writing up for Parts 1 and 2 would be completed by January/February 2012. Once this had been completed, the formal standardisation process for Parts 1 and 2 could begin.

5.2 Examples of fare structures were currently being gathered for NeTEx Part 3. For the UK, work on FareXChange had been submitted for consideration, accompanying a number of other European fare examples. It was noted that certain fare structures that had arisen following the development of FareXChange (e.g. capped fares for Oyster) had not been catered for, but it was intended that NeTEx Part 3 would incorporate these fare structures within it.
5.3 The focus of NeTEx Part 3 was on the description of fares as opposed to fare prices. Part 3 was also designed to direct passengers to places where they could buy a ticket. NeTEx was designed to be modular, with users not being forced to adopt every single element. 

5.4 Securing funding for UK participation in the development of NeTEx Part 3 was still proving a challenge. Trapeze had so far funded the work NK had carried out on NeTEx Part 3 but this funding was not long term. The ERA were identified by NK as one potential sponsor for his future work on NeTEx. The ERA were currently involved in NeTEx Part 3 discussions, and were also intending to have their timetable data conform to NeTEx Part 2.
5.5 DH brought to the group’s attention that First were in the process of rolling out ticket machines from a German supplier across their fleet, and were planning to incorporate NaPTAN points as part of the ticket machine’s fare information. This would then link to the ticket machine back office, which would provide information on timings and ticket types to the ticket machine. DH confirmed that although the ticket machine roll out process had begun across the First fleet, the timings for the full roll out plan were unclear. MC suggested that it could be useful to increase PTIC engagement with the fares policy and ticket machine supplier community on data issues surrounding fares. 
ACTION: ALL MEMBERS to consider possible PTIC attendees from the fares community
5.6 Although no country had a standardised way of describing fares, NK noted that systemising fare information was possible, although this would be an extremely complex process. In order to cater for rapidly evolving fare and pricing structures, NeTEx Part 3 was being designed to provide a ‘representation that could be built on’. The number of countries involved in NeTEx Part 3 discussions meant that a wide range of possible fare combinations were being catered for in NeTEx Part 3.

5.7 Depending on whether the UK was represented during NeTEx Part 3 discussions, NK said that PTIC could provide a useful mirror group to provide feedback on the work being done.
5.8 NK said that that PTIC feedback on Parts 1 and 2 of NeTEx would be useful. The UML model for Parts 1 and 2 were available for circulation and, should PTIC members wish to see them, they were welcome to contact NK directly. RW confirmed his interest in seeing the UML model. Written documents for Parts 1 and 2 would be available for circulation in February 2012. 

ACTION: MEMBERS interested in seeing the UML 

Model for Parts 1 and 2 of NeTEx to contact NK

6 PTIC Issues 
6.1 No new PTIC issues had been submitted ahead of the meeting.

6.2 NK suggested that an issue be created for the TransXChange publisher mapping package migration to Bing maps. In response to an enquiry from JP, NK noted that NaPTAN data within Multimap had been adopted by Bing so there should be no change in the accuracy of NaPTAN data as a result of the migration. 
6.3 There was a possibility that the new version of the TransXChange publisher would use a new URL for the Bing maps, which could mean that firewalls of organisations using TransXChange would need to be reconfigured. NK agreed to look into whether the URL for the TransXChange maps would change.
ACTION: NK to investigate whether new URL will be used within 

TXC publisher as a result of the mapping migration to Bing Maps

6.4 Testing on the new mapping package was being carried out during October, with the switchover scheduled for the following month.

ACTION: TE to create PTIC issue on TransXChange Publisher map migration
7 Spectator Journey Planner Update
7.1 NK confirmed that the Olympic Spectator Journey Planner had been launched and was the first serious case of a journey planner using the NeTEx schema. The SJP provided detailed Olympic venue information, with plans to also include waiting times once queue information is available.
8 The Future of PTIC

8.1 One of the main roles for PTIC when it was first set up had been to provide a discussion forum for potential and proposed updates to TransXChange and NaPTAN. Following the completion of TransXChange 2.4, and with no funded programme of further standards enhancements, the purpose and practices of PTIC needed to be reviewed.
8.2 MC was still intending to include PTIC within the RTIG Business Plan for the coming financial year but noted that it might be challenging, in the current fiscal climate, to secure the level of DfT resource that has been possible while TXC/NaPTAN updates had been the driver. Alternatives were being considered including reducing the number of physical meetings (using email correspondence until a physical meeting was justified); splitting the work between the member organisations of ATCO, RTIG and Traveline; or incorporating PTIC-related issues into RTIG’s existing workshops. 
8.3 JP stressed the value of the PTIC Issue Register, which contained valuable information on standards issues that were still awaiting resolution. MC confirmed that the Issue Register would still be maintained.
8.4 PS identified PTIC as providing a valuable forum to discuss issues surrounding the development of the TNDS. While Traveline could coordinate activities on the TNDS without PTIC, as a professional user group, the emphasis of PTIC was different from Traveline and therefore provided a different perspective. Providing a forum to discuss the potential of using crowdsourced data had also been valuable use of PTIC.
8.5 There was general agreement of the value of a broad-based professional group to discuss data issues for both current and future technologies. Necessarily this needed to react to evolving circumstances, and this might mean that it was time to consider inviting new communities of data users to PTIC meetings. 
ACTION: ALL MEMBERS to consider additional data communities 

who should be invited to PTIC meetings

8.6 The value of PTIC in joining up the work of ATCO, RTIG and Traveline community was highlighted by several members. Physical meetings provided a valuable opportunity for discussion on the activities currently being undertaken by these organisations.
8.7 MC thanked group members for their input and agreed to take the issues raised into consideration when drawing up the PTIC item in the RTIG Business Plan. Any further thoughts on the future of PTIC would be welcomed, and could be passed to MC over the next month or two.
ACTION: ALL MEMBERS to forward ideas on the future of PTIC to MC
9 AOB
9.1 NK informed the group that SIRI was coming up for review in November this year. A version of SIRI designed for server-to-handset interchanges (SIRI Lite) had also been proposed. PTIC might be an appropriate body to act as a UK mirror for this work, assuming it proceeds.
9.2 For the next meeting, it was agreed that having an update from Basemap on the development of the TNDS would be a useful focus for the meeting. PS agreed to ask Basemap whether they would be interested in presenting at the group’s next meeting.

ACTION: PS to ask Basemap to provide a TNDS update presentation at PTIC’s next meeting

10 Action Points

10.1 The following action points were recorded during the meeting:
· MC to include TNDS procurement article in RTIG November newsletter;
PS to create OSM use case list;
ALL MEMBERS to consider possible PTIC attendees from the fares community
MEMBERS interested in seeing the UML Model for Parts 1 and 2 of NeTEx to contact NK;
NK to investigate whether new URL will be used within TXC publisher as a result of the mapping migration to Bing Maps;
TE to create issue on TransXChange map migration;
ALL MEMBERS to consider additional data communities who should be invited to PTIC meetings;
ALL MEMBERS to forward ideas on the future of PTIC to MC;
PS to ask Basemap to provide a TNDS update presentation at PTIC’s next meeting.
11 Next Meeting
11.1 The next meeting of the group will be held during January 2012. Final details to be confirmed.
11.2 The purpose of the meeting would be to provide an update on the work done by Basemap on the development of the TNDS, in addition to other regular PTIC agenda items.   
