Public Transport Information Coordination (PTIC) group
Notes of a meeting held on 13 March 2013 from 1330 to 1630 at CPT offices, London
(updated 28 June 2013)

Attendance : John Carr (Independent – chairman), Peter Stoner (Traveline), Roger Slevin (Independent), Mike Hughes (Jeppesen),  John Rowe (MVA), David Batchelor (Independent) , David Houston (First), Stuart Reynolds (Independent), Paul Everson (Trapeze), Ian Barratt (ATCO), Nick Knowles (Independent), Chris Gibbard (DfT), Jonathan Shewell-Cooper (Atos), Russell Gard (Connexionz), Kieran Holmes (TTR), Mark Fell (TTR), Peter Cranney (Republic of Ireland)
Apologies : Mark Cartwright (Centaur), Clare Costello (Translink), Sue Walnut (National Express),  Chas Allen (Stagecoach)
Notes of previous meeting (10 Oct 2012)

No corrections.  CG and JSC reported in respect of Inspire – TfL and Light Rail have not yet come into Inspire, which should have happened by the end of 2012. Work is on-going to get the necessary data and have it in a downloadable form shortly.

Accessible journey planner

CG explained that the DfT initiatives following the Olympics were focused on Accessible journey planning (AJP) – similar to the SJP from the Games, but now much widened in scope compared with what had been possible in the Games period.  Various supporting files are required to make this work at present. The AJP has been soft launched – as the work on it is incomplete (currently only part of mdv’s area), and data is of variable quality.  Feedback is hoped for during the soft launch period.  Phase 2 to add Trapeze and Journeyplan is under way and expected to be ready to go live in the next 2 months or so.  DPTAC is representing the relevant user interests in reviewing what is on offer.  A couple of documents were circulated by CG.  The AJP was demonstrated on screen – showing how the various features work together.  A long discussion took place about the way in which the data and system work – showing it is pragmatic and errs on the safe side by not declaring things accessible where it is not fully accessible. During discussions it became clear that the work is highlighting issues that operators, local authorities and others need to engage with to improve accessibility.  Rail industry appears to need to focus on key interchange points which are blocking accessible routes.  The work may also point to the need for better taxi and Community Transport service information to complement conventional public transport. CG expected that the accessibility map will be available from the TD site.  RS raised the point that the stop model needs to be pragmatic – and interpretation of basic data needs to be automatic to avoid high data capture and data maintenance costs; SR suggested that some of this could be done by crowd-sourcing.  PS noted that this had been discussed before – and it really needs some kick-start funding, to create the robust framework to ensure consistency.  RS commented that we had previously been looking at mapping data – whereas we are now talking about only attribute data for journey planning which might be easier.
JS-C introduced the four Standards Proformas related to this work – references 85, 86, 87 and 88.  JourneyWeb changes can be backwardly compatible – Notices are a feature in v2.4.  The papers are all consultations about work that TD will take forward – so comments and suggestions are welcome at this stage, and work will proceed quite fast.  It was recognised that these are enabling activities which others would then take up.  TD would be enabled to receive Notices as in reference 85.
Reference 86 is concerned with stop level accessibility.  It is based on NeTEx concepts.  RS raised a question as to whether there is a good business case to change NaPTAN v2 to accommodate the extra data – could the CSVs continue to be used.  There was a counter view that a “proper” set up is necessary to avoid errors being created accidentally – and this makes having an extended v2 schema better than the other possibilities.  SR asked whether existing data was expected to seed the new arrangements – and this was affirmed.
Reference 87 is concerned with service data in TXC.  The current method takes on board this information but not in TXC.  There were a number of issues raised against the TXC requirement in the short term – and suggestions that a simpler procedure to collate information at “service” level would be better.
Reference 88 concerns JourneyWeb adaptations to handle accessibility information.  It aims to achieve consistency.  Definitions for “low floor” and “wheelchair accessible” need to be clarified so that returns from operators are consistently defining what is being used on different services.

JS-C commented that we need to be aware of the CPT mobility scooter or similar schemes – how do these fit into the information services? Not all wheelchair accessible vehicles can accept mobility scooters!   Attributes such as wifi and leather seats etc might need to be capable of being handled in data.  
Chairman said that it was now for DfT to take the four issues forward in the light of the comments made during the meeting.  CG indicated that they expect to work on this quite quickly – but they also expect changes as the work progresses, and a dialogue will be needed as issues are identified.

Real time requirements for data in TXC
This issue had been raised by Staffordshire.  They wanted to know what RT suppliers need in TXC to identify vehicles – wondering how they can manage data in a single format for all purposes.  DH commented on this – and First uses their own internal TXC (non EBSR) to feed data into various RT systems.  RT suppliers have asked for different ways of identifying vehicles, and files with specific data content such as stop sequence numbers.  It seemed to be necessary to allow all of the identities within TXC as there is no convergence in the way these are used by RT systems.
National Operator Codes

In passing RS noted that there is an emerging issue about unique service identification after the consolidation of operator licences which is happening in at least two of the major bus groups. PS suggested that the NOC work is helping – but those at the meeting felt that there is no hunger for a more rigid framework in this area.  But as more data is being exchanged, so the need for more robust data is becoming clearer.  JS-C asked if a paper about the different ways of identifying duplicate services could be produced – but there was some doubt whether this would lead to any migration to a single method.  PS will try to compile a descriptive paper on the subject.

PS explained to DH that NOCs are being matched to by traveline, and some traveline regions are starting to use them within their regional data.  Operators should be encouraged to use the NOC codes where they can.
TNDS

PS introduced the topic. TNDS appears to be seen as different things by different people.  There is a status page on traveline.info which shows what data is available, when it was updated, and any current issues. There is a dashboard available for traveline regions to look at issues.  PTIC has previously said that issues in data should be reported and not repaired by third parties – so that source data can be corrected.  Very few issues are being reported – though some issues are being identified by Basemap, Ito and Bruce Ramsey on a regular basis.
NOC use is getting much better.

Schools and Holidays – this still needs attention.  Variability in the data quality is significant – and work is under way to improve this in some areas (particularly with the mdv exports).  Noted some regions do not have dated journeys (for things like School terms and holidays) whilst others do.  

Duplicates in data – problem is lack of transparency, and many of the reported issues are not “real” – and it is hard for those producing data to detect where any problems lie (as they are often not a criticism of their own data).

TNDS is now being produced three times a week – though there have been some failures over recent weeks which need to be investigated.

The trend towards schools becoming academies is leading to a breakdown of consistency in school term dates – the formal process allows for this sort of detail if it is available.

Irish situation

Naptan, NPTG and TXC specifications have been used to develop the Irish JP – and Translink has now gone live, but the NI system has not used the GB specifications!  Even so the two Irish systems talk to each other, but that has been facilitated by mdv being the supplier of both at present.  That might be an issue when the mdv contracts come to an end.  The Irish Republic is also heading towards making data available through Google Transit – but this is not yet live; Northern Ireland has not yet decided.

Issue 83 asked for certain specifications to be adjusted for Irish geographic data.  Irish Transverse Mercator.  RS commented that this had been agreed – but initially to be implemented locally with a merger with the GB standards at a suitable future date.  8xx prefix codes have been allocated to Ireland for admin areas, and these need to be reserved in the UK schema to avoid conflicts.  And a country prefix was suggested for NaPTAN.  NK asked for a list of the Irish codes which PC will supply.  CG confirmed that the Irish elements can be included in the next updates of schema which will come soon with the accessibility work.  Agreed that DfT will propose the necessary minor changes based on the issues in the original issue 83.
PS commented that NI’s slight local differences in data will hamper their full integration and the benefits that could arise – hopefully once they are live the message will get through.

PC confirmed that Irish Republic data will be fully open.

Irish Republic will be proposing mechanisms for handling journey planning between Ireland and GB.  It may be possible to test the use of JourneyWeb to integrate journey planning.  There is a willingness to test this with Transport Direct – and that might then lead to a proposal for an integrated solution.
DRT API

PS reported that he had spoken to Geoff Duffel as the topic had gone quiet. Progress has not been good so far, and he is still seeking more participants.  He is talking to CTA about their database which might have some duplication with Open DRT’s data – and Open DRT has access to the back office.  TD has taken comfort from the work CTA is doing, as they are putting the data into a usable format – but there are also weaknesses in what they have done so far. NK reported that there is a European interest in developing an API for both information and booking purposes – and also helping with how NextBuses could respond with DRT services.  RS to send David Simpson’s DRT paper to PC and JC.
European Standards

NK advised that many countries in Europe want a process of exchanging duty schedules – is there an interest in this within the UK?

Other agenda items deferred to next meeting

Next meeting – suggested Wednesday 3 July – venue to be agreed (can anyone offer to host this?)

