Public Transport Information Coordination Group                    Notes of a meeting on 20 June 2011
1 Introduction

1.1 The meeting was held at the CPT’s London Offices on 20 June 2011 at 11:00.

1.2 Attendees were:

· Adrian Waters (Connexionz);

· Chris Gibbard (Transport Direct);

· Chas Allen (Stagecoach);

· David Houston (First);

· Ian Barratt (Lancashire CC);

· Jo Oldbury (Thales);

· Mark Cartwright (RTIG);
· Mark Fell (TTR);

· Mike Ness (Independent);

· Mike Parsons (Thales);

· Nick Knowles (Kizoom Software);
· Peter Stoner (Traveline);

· Richard Warwick (Arriva);

· Rob West (Omnibus);
· Tom Eames (Centaur).
1.3 Apologies were given by:

· David Batchelor (Kent CC);

· Gordon Bishop (Reading Buses);

· Keith Sabin (Traveline);

· Mostafa Gulam (ATOC);

· Paul Everson (Trapeze);

· Paul Houghton (Transoniq);

· Roger Slevin (TD Standards Team)

· Seamus Kane (Translink);

· 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 by the meeting.
2.2 No update was available on Bastian Blankenburg’s (IVU) action to investigate a case study involving mobile device tracking within the Berlin transport system. BB will report back to the group at the next meeting. 
ACTION: BB to investigate Berlin Case Study and feed back to group

2.3 CG identified Microsoft’s Bing product as the most likely mapping service to replace the Multimap product for the TransXChange publisher. The process of switching to the Bing mapping product was likely to start in September 2011. CA stated that the Stagecoach firewall had been preventing access to the Transport Direct mapping service. NK suggested that this issue was most likely to do with the Stagecoach firewall as opposed to the maps themselves. 
2.4 Actions on Peter Stoner and Roger Slevin from the previous meeting are discussed in sections 4 and 5 of the notes. 

3 Accessible Transport for the Olympics – Update
3.1 CG summarised the work that had been carried out by Transport Direct to provide accessible transport information for the 2012 Olympics through a Spectator Journey Planner, built on the JourneyWeb 2.4 standard. Release of the SJP would enable spectators to book travel 12 months in advance of the games. It was noted that the creation of schedules 12 months in advance had been the most challenging and most significant achievement of the SJP.
3.2 Elements within proto-standard NaPTAN 3.0a will provide spectators with information on access points of Olympic venues. NaPTAN points used within the SJP for venue entrances were in place for all Olympic venues but particularly focussed on the main Olympic Park.

3.3 Spectator travel times will cater for increased queuing times within stations as well as for travel times within Olympic venues, factoring in the likely delays spectators would encounter as a result of queuing. 
3.4 The release of the SJP to the public was imminent, and would be made available once some minor adjustments and been made to interchange information within the Journey Planner.
3.5 Accessibility information within the SJP had an Olympic focus and was not designed to be an accessible journey planner for all journeys. It was hoped however that the SJP would be used as a starting point for providing accessibility information in future journey planners. Unfortunately, accessibility data used within the SJP was not as extensive as had been hoped at the beginning of the project as the cost of collecting extensive, highly detailed accessibility information had proven too expensive. Links to other sources of accessibility information had been included within the SJP. Accessibility information was richest within London, due to existing information that had been collected by TfL. Efforts were being made to introduce further accessibility information ahead of the Games themselves.
3.6 To avoid the distribution of multiple tickets to spectators, a single Games travelcard for spectators was being used. The SJP provided links to appropriate Olympic travel booking sites, but it was stressed that responsibility for the sale and distribution of the Games travelcards was with the ticketing provider.

3.7 PS reported that Traveline had as yet received few enquiries for Olympic journey information. It was suspected that there would an increase in Olympic journey enquiries following the release of Olympic tickets the following week.
3.8 A problem highlighted was that the demand for travel, for both spectators and non-spectators, during the Games was not entirely known. In anticipation for potentially high levels of demand on London public transport, Travel Demand Management was being used to direct Olympic spectator passengers away from the busiest London stations when travelling to Olympic venues. For venues outside of London TDM was not being used. However, each Olympic venue, including those outside of London, will have its own Venue Transport Manager and a set of solutions for various transport scenarios. In Weymouth for example, which had constrained public transport facilities, park and ride services were likely to be used to take up the slack.
4 Crowd-sourcing using OpenStreetMap

4.1 PS reported back on his and Roger Slevin’s action to investigate how facilities such as OpenStreetMap could be used to crowd source accessibility data. Since the last meeting, Peter Miller of ITO Word had used OSM to model some of the main London rail terminals. Examples of Peter’s work were displayed to the group. Links to station examples whose characteristics had been mapped using OSM were available on the following Traveline web link: http://travelinedata.org.uk/interchange.htm.
4.2 Users wishing to edit OSM data were required to have an OSM account. Data entered into OSM was monitored to reduce the risk of rogue data being introduced. OSM users were able to use high resolution Bing photography to assist map editing. Data introduced into OSM could be extracted using the OSM export data facility for use in other systems. The potential for adapting OSM data to comply with existing standards was suggested, with NeTEx highlighted as a specific example. 
4.3 NK noted that utilising crowd sourcing tools such as OSM was likely to be the only way to affordably gather high quality accessibility data. At present, OSM was able to provide mapping data for the majority of the road and rail network, but far more work was required on the more fine grain information such as platform accessiblity. The creation of fully mapped examples was suggested as being useful for directing and encouraging OSM users to map the characteristics of stations that would be most useful for journey planning (including platform accessibility facilities).
4.4 PS suggested that a meeting should be organised with Peter Miller to discuss how work on OSM should be taken forward, and how best to ensure that OSM information conformed to existing standards, including NeTEx. PS, NK, RWest, MN and AW indicated their interest in participating in this meeting. TE agreed to organise a meeting with Peter Miller. [Post meeting note]: Roger Slevin also stated his interest in attending this meeting.
ACTION: TE to organise meeting with Peter Miller to discuss OSM
5 National Operator Code Database – Update

5.1 PS provided the group with an update on the National Operator Codes Database. Since the group’s last meeting, National Express had been in contact with PS and were now using the OCD codes within their own databases.

5.2 Modifications to remodel the relationship between OCD codes and PSV Licence Numbers, discussed by MF and PS following the February PTIC meeting, had not yet been completed, but PS agreed to rectify this issue ahead of the next meeting.
5.3 The management of the Traveline National Dataset was currently going through a procurement process, with proposals so far being submitted by 5 suppliers. At present, it was unclear whether the management of the OCD would be incorporated into this procurement. PS agreed to keep PTIC informed with the outcome of this procurement process.
ACTION: PS to keep PTIC informed with outcome of National Dataset procurement
5.4 A web editor for the OCD had recently been created by Paul Houghton which reduced the risk of the double entering of data. The dataset was not in a relational database format at present, but this would be relooked at following the outcome of the National Dataset procurement process.

6 European Standards Developments
6.1 NK provided the group with an update on the latest European standards developments. 
6.2 It was noted that a meeting was currently taking place within Brussels discussing the development of European distributive Journey Planning. Roger Slevin and Nick Illsley of Transport Direct were attending this meeting, as Transport Direct had been cited as an examplar journey planner.
6.3 Work on parts 1 and 2 of NeTEx were drawing to a close. The schema for these parts was being finalised and being compared with national standards. The first meeting to discuss the development of NeTEx Part 3, which focussed on fare information exchange, was taking place on 21st June. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss what current fare exchange mechanisms existed within participating countries. NK was attending this meeting but as funding for Part 3 had not been secured, NK’s long term participation in this project was uncertain. Chris Queree was also attending the meeting to give a UK perspective, but his long term participation on NeTEx Part 3 was also not known.
6.4 NK showed the group a document outlining the scope of NeTEx Part 3 which had been accepted by CEN and agreed to pass this on to TE for PTIC circulation.

ACTION: NK to send NeTEx Part 3 scope document to TE for PTIC circulation

6.5 MC asked operator colleagues what they would want included within Part 3 of NeTEx. RWarwick said that enabling passengers to find the best value fare for a particular journey would be valuable. In order for this facility to be available, fare information would be required to be suitably rich for a system to determine what the best option was. RWarwick suggested that keeping information as simple as possible was important for passengers to access the information they required. When the incorporation of multi-operator ticketing information was proposed, it was noted that most areas in the UK were dominated by a single operator and that multi-operator ticketing was unlikely to be taken up in these places.
6.6 When asked how close the bus industry was to having point-to-point fares information across all of its services, operator colleagues stated that there was very little point-to-point fare data available. PS stated that bus fare information within Traveline was also not very rich, and where it did exist was largely based on adult single rates (the most expensive method of purchasing tickets). Work carried out as part of the 2006 scoping study for standardising fare and ticketing information (FareXChange) was identified as something which could be built on in NeTEx Part 3. It was noted however, that those involved in the pricing of tickets were unlikely to care about fare standardisation.
6.7 For customers to access the required fare information, NK said that the fare system would be required to ask the appropriate fare question electronically.

6.8 The recommendation of ‘Smarter pricing’ within the recent McNulty report, was highlighted as an issue to be considered during the development NeTEx Part 3. CG reported that there were no notable recent developments from within DfT’s Smart and Integrating Ticketing section.
6.9 MC asked the group what PTIC’s priorities should be and what position the UK should take on the development of NeTEx Part 3. PS said that UK involvement was likely to be more lightweight for NeTEx Part 3 in comparison to Parts 1 and 2 due to lack of funding. When attempting to identify potential funding sources, CG said that NeTEx Part 3 would need to be a ‘game changer’ to an investor to provide a suitable financial incentive, just as NeTEx Part 1 and 2 had been for the Transport Direct Olympic Journey Planning activities.
6.10 NK reported that the SIRI standard was scheduled to have its 5 year review in November 2011. Likely to be included in this review was increased mobile phone compatibility.
7 PTIC Issues 
PTIC-081: Travel Demand Management Error Message in JourneyWeb v2.4
7.1 This issue had been submitted by Jonathan Shewell-Cooper of ATOS Origin, who reported that an additional JourneyWeb error message was required within JourneyWeb v2.4. The group agreed that this issue should be accepted for further action.
VERDICT: Issue Accepted for Further Action
8 AOB
8.1 Prior to the meeting, a third draft of the PTIC ‘Guidelines for Identifying Accessible Services’ document had been circulated. The meeting agreed that the PTIC sponsors and external agencies identified within the paper were appropriate, and that the document was in a fit state to be signed off.
9 Action Points

9.1 The following action points were recorded during the meeting:
· BB to investigate Berlin Case Study and feed back to group;
· TE to organise meeting with Peter Miller to discuss OSM;

· PS to keep PTIC informed with outcome of National Dataset procurement;

· NK to send NeTEx Part 3 scope document to TE for PTIC circulation.
10 Next Meeting
10.1 The next meeting of the group will be held during October 2011 and will be hosted by Omnibus at their Oldham offices.
