Public Transport Information Coordination (PTIC) group
Notes of a meeting held on 3 July 2013 from 1300 to 1600 at MK Council’s offices, Milton Keynes
Attendance : Andrew Coleman (MKC), John Carr (Independent), Peter Stoner (Traveline), Roger Slevin (Independent), Andy Kunde (mdv), David Batchelor (Independent) , David Houston (First), Ian Barratt (ATCO), Nick Knowles (Independent), Chris Gibbard (DfT), Jonathan Shewell-Cooper (Atos), Russell Gard (Nimbus), Jim Bowery (Landmark), Bradley Todd (Ticketer), Rob West (Omnibus), Harry Wood (Placr)
Apologies : Chas Allen (Stagecoach), Paul Everson (Trapeze), Paul Houghton (Trans-RT), Keith Sabin (WMTIS), Peter Cranny (Ireland), Mark Fell (TTR), Stuart Reynolds (Independent)
Notes of previous meeting (13 March 2013)

There were no comments or matters arising that are not already on the agenda.
Accessible journey planning and related matters
PTIC-083 : latest NaPTAN draft (v2.5a) contains this – this and other drafts of updated standards are available for review and comment now.  Comments should be submitted to Chris Gibbard at DfT as soon as possible, and certainly before the end of August.  Chris would like all PTIC members to see all comments. They should be submitted in a free-standing document or e-mail, even though the detail might be submitted as tracked-changes on the original documents.  JC was concerned that there are a lot of expectations on local authorities and operators (and maybe others) in the extensions to these standards at a time of difficult financial constraints on everyone – and wondered whether they need to be consulted on more widely. Maybe there needs to be a statement which outlines the impact on existing systems, and the priorities for implementing them. RS noted that there were two levels of discussion – one about the technical detail of the standards which is really PTIC’s business, and one about implementation processes and programmes which need a much wider audience.  CG felt that it was important for the system suppliers to comment on the drafts as it is important that suppliers can see how to implement the proposals as and when called on to do so.  PS noted that there is a link with obligations under the Equalities Act and JS-C said the same applied to the EU Passenger Rights Directives. CG hoped that at least ATCO, PTEG and CPT are engaged in the technical standards discussions (as well as the vision for implementation). NK drew attention that each of the new standards have a “what’s new” section to aid review.  The prime community for the current review by end August is the technical one.  The aim will be to ratify a final version of the standards at the next PTIC meeting if at all possible.
MC asked how v2.5a sits with NaPTAN v3.0a (which is frozen).  NK advised that there is now a link with NeTEx in these standards – and this ensures that there is consistency between v3 and v2.5.  NaPTAN 3 was frozen because no immediate business case could be made for collecting the additional data.  The French are developing an open source editor tool that is based on NeTEx and could be of value within GB.  AK also referred to the DIVA system used by TfL and others – a lot of relevant accessibility data is being captured, and now the question is how to share the connection data that is already held in DIVA.  Mdv believe that NaPTAN v3 is the appropriately way to do this – so London might provide a proof of concept to share complex interchange data in this format.  JS-C postulated that data collection in this area might have to rely significantly on volunteer efforts through the open source community.  CG wants to see the current work completed – and wants to avoid being distracted from this by looking too far into the future for additional work.  JC suggested discussion with PTEG might be worthwhile to see if they can come up with better accessibility data (cf London) for the PTE areas, possibly taking key data from asset management records.  PS suggested that there might be scope for developments to be tied into the OSM conference in Birmingham in September. RS suggested that it would be helpful to get permission from ATOC to at least screen scrape information from the rail station data on the nationalrail web site – that would enable OSM-ers to use that data alongside aerial photos to interpret the data into usable information.  NK suggested that NaPTAN v3.0 should be updated to match the latest version of NeTEx – and make sure it is also in line with v2.5.  AK asked how to involve TfL in this – it was left for mdv to bring TfL into conversation with the relevant people.
PTIC-085 : This is now in a draft available for review
PTIC-089 : This is now in a draft available for review

Data Standards for Accessible Public Transport – JS-C commented briefly on the paper that had been circulated.  It had been noted as the possible basis for an article in the future which sets out the vision for enhancing accessibility information across the country.
Distributed Journey Planning Open API
RS reported on the proposed development of a European standard Open API for use with distributed journey planning systems.  It would be capable of working with any journey planning method – and initially it will ensure that all requirements for Delfi, EU-Spirit and JourneyWeb are covered.  Germany had suggested a recent IP-Kom project output called TRIAS as a potential basis for the Open API.  This had several advantages over using one of the existing system-specific standards, and for UK it closely matches JourneyWeb.  It uses SIRI communications protocols.  And it addresses a French wish for the Open API to be capable of being used both server-to-server and by end-users.

Aim is to submit a Preliminary Work Item to the next TC278 meeting in September, possibly alongside a New Work Item if it is felt that part 1 of the work on the Open API can be completed within six months.  The standard will put a stake in the ground which those in the Thales / Amadeus led EU project will need to take into account.   There is considerable concern that the actors in the EU project are unlikely to deliver what is needed for the vast majority of travellers as they are coming from the high-value, long-distance end of the market with little experience of the much more complex local transport marketplace.
An invitation to participate in this work attracted no immediate interest – but anyone who wishes to be involved should contact Roger Slevin.
ISO work on Public Transport Information
RS reported that there had been limited feedback to the ISO draft document (Part 3 : Use cases for Journey Planning Systems and its inter-operation) which he had passed to the Japanese author.  RS is now helping the author document more examples to improve the balance of the coverage in the document.  A revised draft is to be prepared for the October meeting of the ISO group.  Work on part 2 (Data and Interface Standards Catalogue and cross-references) is still under way – this work will compare other national and local standards against Transmodel as a reference comparator.
European Standards

NK reported on progress with the development of NeTEx.  Parts 1 and 2 are going through CEN at present.  Work on Part 3 related to Fares is going well.  NK has done a gap analysis against TAP-TSI which identified some additional features required.  Some urban fares models are being examined to make sure that all options are covered.  These are giving quite complicated examples to thoroughly test the proposed NeTEx standard.  Documentation should be ready for first review in autumn.  CG asked if it might be possible to set up an event to present a pre-standard to decision makers in UK which might help the argument for funding of standards work - something in Sept/Oct perhaps.  RG suggested that it should not be at the level of technical detail, but rather the vision and what people expect to get out of the standards.  Various ideas were discussed.  MC suggested that such an event should be constructed by PTIC with a steering group of those who had spoken.  The event should be in the period Oct –Dec.  CG would try to line up enough people from Government to be involved.  It might be a conference – or perhaps an invitee-attended workshop.  E-mail and/or phone based discussions to follow this up.  RG suggested that his company might be prepared to host such an event for the learning benefits, not from a promotional basis.  Another possibility would be if Journey Solutions or another industry-based group might be interested in being involved.  
 MC reported on his work related to on-vehicle standards – it is linked to the German IP-Kom project, and is also related to European Bus System of the Future (EBSF) work by UITP (project now completed).  There are also links with work on rail vehicles which is handled through a different standards body in Europe – aiming for broad consistency between rail and road based IP implementations on vehicles.  IP-Kom is taking output from EBSF – and EBSF work is also continuing under different guises.  There is an “IP for PT” initiative – a proposed subscription-based club in order to manage the supply market for on-vehicle equipment.  RTIG in UK and VDV in DE are unlikely to join this, partly because of the cost, and partly because of concerns that it could restrict competition in the supply market.  However TfL is involved in this initiative, at least at present – perhaps Peter Hendy being led into this by his UITP role, and because TfL wants to cement its position in the world arena.
JC raised the question about the speed of technological developments relative to the speed of standards-making.  We need more agile standards-making mechanisms.  NK also noted the hassle that exists with the documentation standards in CEN which are not fit for purpose particularly when working with software-related standards.  

TNDS report

Two papers were submitted by PS.  A small number of volunteers are picking up an increasing number of errors in TNDS which are being tackled by data suppliers.  Duplication – a note prepared by PS has tried to show the complexity of the concept.  Duplicated data is less of a problem than missing data.  PS went through his paper about duplication of journeys in the data.
PS then discussed the data sources and the codes relevant to them.

Serviced organisations – more attention will need to be given to this in the future, but this is not yet the top priority.

A further priority is going to be on interchange data – what is commonly called “guaranteed connections” (or “forced connections”).  This is not currently in TNDS.
A discussion ensued about, in particular, the difficulties of service identifiers – and how to get enduring identifiers with all the variables involved.  

RTIG Disruptions Management WG

This is a new WG although the topic has been around for a long time – increasing expectations are driving this work.   An earlier scoping group has now been enlarged to form a WG. The work will involve looking at technical standards, business process, implementation of technical standards, etc.  Four tasks have been set up initially.  Some early good practice is hoped for publication in the autumn before the new disruption season.

Polis position paper on Open Transport Data

This paper is in response to activity within the European Commission – intended as a generic cities perspective on the topic.  Because the Commission typically interacts with member States, they are not good at understanding Cities and what data they have, what could reasonably be expected from Cities.  The paper was noted.
PTIC Issues Catalogue – other issues

No one had anything to add.  The documentation is very large.  It was suggested that the spreadsheet summary should be made available, with the detailed document archived (but accessible).  In future the papers will only include the live issues (but these will be checked against the archive to set new items in context where relevant).
Next meeting –Wednesday 23 October 2013.  DH suggested that meetings takes place earlier rather than later in the day.  Members were asked to offer a venue.
