RTIG Data Suppliers Working Group

Notes of a meeting

Note by: Craig Nelson, Centaur Consulting Limited, 12 June 2007

1 Introduction

1.1 The meeting was held at Ashdown House, London on 11 June, 2007 at 12.30pm

1.2 Attendees:

· Craig Nelson – Centaur (chair);

John Pryor – Omnibus;

Chas Allen – Stagecoach;

David Houston – First;

Roger Slevin – DfT;

Adrian Waters – Connexions;

Martin Siczkowski – Acis;

David Batchelor – Kent CC.

1.3 Apologies were given by:

· Roy Jeffries – Stagecoach;
Peter Stoner – Traveline;
Paul Clear – First;

Mark Cartwright – Centaur;

Simon Hall – Omnibus.

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 Introduction

2.1 CN welcomed the group to the meeting and introduced Martin Siczkowski, a new working group member from Acis.
2.2 CN outlined the agenda, which included:
· Further feedback on both the NaPTAN best practice document and the distruptive events position paper;

· Way forward for the existing RTIG TransXchange document;

· Incident management discussion.

2.3 Any other discussion points would be raised at the end of the meeting as AOB.

3 Feedback on NaPTAN Guidelines for RTI systems

3.1 The group agreed that the document was in its final stages, but the following should be addressed:

· The ‘systems supplier’ and ‘consultants’ sections still needed to be completed, Adrian Waters will address this;

· The stop naming section also needed further work. The group agreed that stop names should be created by the NaPTAN manager and should not be compound names. Specifically, stop names should be the NaPTAN CommonName, and no alternatives should be used for publicity. The document will reflect this.

3.2 Once these points have been covered, CN will re-circulate for feedback.

4 Feedback on disruptive events paper

4.1 Again, the group agreed that this paper was in a good state and was almost complete. Minor typos and formatting issues were recorded and will be dealt with in due course by CN.
4.2 The group felt that the ‘unplanned events’ section should include a short paragraph outlining how RTIG plan to deal with the process for unplanned events in a separate working group.
5 TransXchange

5.1 The group agreed that the existing TransXchange document requires revision. Firstly, the RTIG profile should be addressed and secondly, the document should be turned into a more user-friendly best practice document for bus operators.
5.2 Martin provided the group with a number of revisions required for the profile, and these will be addressed in due course by CN.
5.3 With regards to best practice for the production of accurate and uncomplicated TransXchange files, the group agreed that the goal would be to produce a set of guidelines for parties who have an interest in the provision of data to RTPI systems, and an interest in what data RTPI systems import. These parties may include: local authorities, bus operators (both large and small scale) or scheduling systems provider. In many cases the provider of data may not simply be the scheduler, but the timetable provider. It is hoped that the guidelines can assist all parties, and a skeleton will be developed by CN with the assistance of group members.

5.4 The guidelines will accompany a common profile that describes what the scheduling software manufacturers should be expected to produce for bus operators/schedulers, and ultimately, for input into RTI systems. 
5.5 The following points will be developed for inclusion into the new document:

· Focus on the intended audience for the document;
· Clear advice on de-registration;
· Data interface formats for RTPI data;

· Better explanation of TransXchange and its importance;
· Best practice for TransXchange preparation for RTPI input;

· Inclusion of an information flow diagram;
· Smaller operators and preparing data for RTPI input;

· The need to track down errors in populated TransXchange files;
· The development of fewer journey patterns with overrides.
6 Unplanned disruptive event management

6.1 The group discussed the possibility of developing a best practice document for managing unplanned disruptive events, such as emergency situations. It was felt that the group did not have the capacity or experience to deal with such a subject, as emergency responses are normally made locally rather than at a system level. It was recommended that another working group, with more local authority members, be set up to deal with unplanned disruptive events.
7 AOB

7.1 The following points were discussed:

· With regards to the proposed joint CPT/ATCO/RTIG workshop, Mark has it on authority that the CPT information group hasn’t met for a while and so is unable to comment. Roger gave details of the correct contact at ATCO, and this will be chased.

8 Next steps

8.1 The two documents will be updated and re-circulated for final group comment. They will then be published and made available to the RTIG community. 
8.2 Action points recorded

· CN to update both Guidelines and Disruptive events documents and re-circulate for final comment;

CN to develop TXC best practice skeleton document and circulate for comment;
CN to update TXC profile and recirculate;

CN to approach ATCO about joint workshop;
AW to address consultant’s input into best practice document.

9 Next meeting

9.1 The next meeting will take place on 21st August 2007 from 12.30pm, at First’s offices in Paddington, London.
