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Public Transport Information Coordination Group
Issue Proforma

	Reference number
	[ALLOCATED BY PTIC SECRETARY]

	Submitter/Owner
	Name: Peter Stoner
Organisation: Traveline
Email address: stonerpj@mytraveline.info

	Title/Short description
	Inclusion of Waypoints in NaPTAN

	Issue description
	Waypoints are sometimes used to clarify the route to be taken, to check the time at a specific point or to denote a status such as a fares stage. Such use is normally associated with express services that do not use roads served by stopping services, for instance motorways. For routing or monitoring purposes, if there are stopping bus services along a section of road an express service can be given times at the intermediate bus stops and the express service coded at these stops neither to set down nor pick up passengers (Activity=PASS). Where there are no bus stops the creation of bus stops on roads such as motorways would be misleading to intending passengers. 

The issue is whether Waypoints should be included in NaPTAN and if so how. We currently have instances where they are included in NaPTAN and where thy are excluded. There are problems with both approaches.

	Issue manifestation
	1. Greater Manchester has a few stops which have been used for managing express services in real time systems. These points appear inappropriately on Google maps and as a place to start or end a journey, in some journey planners.

2. Mid Lothian has mentioned a requirement they have for marking Fare-stages. It may be that extra CUS stops would be meet their need.

3. Buckinghamshire have produced registrations, believed to be in Routewise, for some express services which do not have enough intermediate points to clearly identify which route they take. It may be that use of the PASS activity code at existing bus stops would resolve the problem.

4. There are many other express bus services but it is not known if there are issues with predicting arrival times in real time systems, or whether these are resolved with data outside of NaPTAN.

	Issue severity
	There is a risk, possibly small, that an accident or legal challenge could arise from marking bus stops in places that it is unsafe for the public to enter. The main issue is that the data may not appear appropriately to intending passengers and that this leads to a variety of work arounds.

	Priority code
	[ALLOCATED BY PTIC SECRETARY]

	Response options
	Option 1 - Do Nothing. Allow each authority to decide whether it wants to include Waypoints in NaPTAN as CUS points that have no departures associated with them, only express buses that do not stop. This will continue the inconsistent approaches between areas. The problem will not go away and will require responses to questions or explanations to be generated.

Option 2 - Update Standards. Add WAY as a new point type. This would require all software that imports NaPTAN to be updated to read the new record type. There would be costs associated with this, and it is likely to be the most costly solution, but if everyone updates it will be the most consistent solution. If only some systems are updated there will be risks that some software will not work, data will have to be amended by hand or stops will disappear from view. 

Option 3 - Separate List in NaPTAN. Set up a new list of stops that should not appear on maps or in gazetteers. This could be a new list of stops which could be included in NaPTAN. This approach has already been adopted, for instance the file StopPlusbusZone.csv with lists of stops that are in a PlusBus zone. This would require NaPTAN editing software to be amended to create the additional file or a separate process to create the file, eg as with PlusBus zones. 

Option 4 - Separate List outside of NaPTAN. In a less formal way a national list of NaPTAN numbers would be maintained which could be used to suppess from view stops in downstream systems.

	Response actor
	Options 1 and 4, leave the issue with the data users. Option 3 involves a few suppliers. Option 2 All suppliers and DfT to coordinate standards and provide funding.

	Respondent code
	[ALLOCATED BY PTIC SECRETARY]

	Issue progress
	A preliminary assessment of risks and costs:

Option 1 - A small number of intending passengers will find the inappropriate stops and be inconvenienced or put off using information services. There will be some cost associated with answering enquiries about them. There is a small risk that an accident or legal challenge could arise and this would be expensive.

Option 2 - The risks are high that some software will not be updated and use of the new codes will cause disruption either of the software to fail or wrong answers to be given. These risks can be avoided by funding of software improvement and funding of testing. However this will make it the most expensive option.

Option 3 - This is a relatively risk free path to improvement. Data can be coded with PASS times at CUS stops and the worst that will happen if software is not updated is that a CUS stop will be selectable in journey planners and on maps. Where this happens it retains the risks of Option 1. The transition avoids the risks of Option 2 as improvement of the software be gradual, as users request and fund the new feature. This option requires the NaPTAN management contractor to receive and publish the new files. DfT would need to fund this within the existing contract. 

Option 4 - This is also relatively risk free as with Option 3. It saves the cost of changing the NaPTAN editing software and also of the NaPTAN contractor being involved. Compiling and publishing a national list of stops will be relatively simple process and will not require updating very often. There would be negligible cost but the risk is that such an informal process is not maintained or used.

	Status code
	SUBMITTED
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