TransXchange 2.1 Challenges for Real Time Information Systems

At the ATCO Database Suppliers meeting in July, a document containing the following points from Martin Siczkowski of ACIS was tabled – and DfT agreed to annotate the document with responses to each of the points raised, to encourage discussion and debate over the issues (and particularly about those aspects which may need to be addressed in a v2.2 of TransXChange).  The responses from Roger Slevin [RS] and Nick Knowles [NK] are appended as bullet points below each of Martin’s numbered issues.

 In no particular order some of the challenges particular to RTI systems include:

1. NaPTAN data – this needs to be available before the bus operator creates the registration (up to 84 days before the service starts).
· The bus operator needs an AtcoCode for each new stop – and then declares in the EBSR document the provisional details for each new stop against its AtcoCode. The guidance issued to local authorities asks them to make AtcoCodes available on demand to bus operators for this purpose, without delay … a stop which is then not agreed at site meetings will immediately become DELeted in NaPTAN. -RS
· This sounds like a workflow issue rather than a technical requirement. If necessary a “Local definition” of the new stop can be included in a TransXChange document to add or correct the stop details ahead of full processing through NaPTAN. - NK
2. NaPTAN Changes - Working out what has changed in the NaPTAN database is also a challenge for scheduling systems.

· Version control in the NaPTAN data should allow changes to be identified easily by date and time of last change against each record (and against elements within each record) –RS
· The NaPTAN version management rules require the parent to be flagged as changed if a child element is changed, This should make it relatively efficient for an application to detect changes –NK

3. Bus Station Stand allocations – these need to be defined well in advance so they can be shown correctly in the data.  Stand allocations may change without a particular service timetable changing.  As each stand has its own NaPTAN number the TXC2.1 data will be wrong and need manual intervention to display the service departure from the correct stop.
· This demands the sub-version of TXC documents that is already noted for inclusion in TXC 2.2 – which will allow frequent changes to operational details and unregistered particulars such as stop and stand allocations, as necessary, without changes to the service’s Registration. In situations where dynamic bay allocation is in operation then a special BCQ stop-type can be used in NaPTAN. –RS
4. Bank Holidays – defining precisely what the service level is on each individual Bank Holiday as defined in TXC2.1 is often problematical for data providers and wrong.
· Discussions have taken place concerning a method to achieve this both through standard patterns being included in the Registration and through a “holiday matrix”, which would define the pattern of service on each bank holiday by reference to standard operating days (often Sunday service). RTIG data group has ownership of this issue; it should be included in the TXC upgrade to v2.2 if possible. –RS
· In practice the refinement of the original Timetable (defined in terms of general day types)  into a “Dated Production timetable” (which is explicit as to how each service on each specific calendar date will be treated – as used in an AVMS system), tends to be a separate business process done at a later date. Need to try and provide a straightforward way of doing this in v2.2b. - NK
5. Local Holidays that are not defined specifically in TXC2.1 as named Bank Holidays can be included but data providers often have problems with this.
· There is nothing inherently problematic with this in terms of how TXC handles this – indeed there are several optional ways to do so. One strong contender for local holidays would be the use of “serviced organization” – again RTIG data group has ownership of this in respect of all types of use (schools, universities, sports events, etc) … and recommendations for any changes necessary are awaited for inclusion in v2.2. –RS
6. Xmas and Easter definitions – dates between Xmas and New Year can have different service levels.  Need to use Special Days of operation correctly or define specific timetable for that week.
· See note on Bank Holidays above – the method should cover the whole Christmas and New Year period (both England & Wales, and Scotland variations). –RS
7. School Dates – on going debate with DfT and VOSA regarding how these are amended post registration.  Teacher training days etc are often short notice changes.  Also there are school holiday service patterns related to traffic levels and journey times in some towns and not related to specific school trips.  Not all data providers can provide school dates – just a school day or school holiday flag.
· Serviced organisations is the mechanism for handling this – as noted above. The dates are then handled externally from the registration and can be updated continually. This gives much better information than is currently available to VOSA (and all other data users) through paper registrations –RS
8. Trips after midnight – differences between operating day and calendar day often means trips are shown for the previous night by error.
· There is a proposal for TXC v2.2 to allow journeys after midnight to be “associated with” the previous day’s timetable for presentation purposes without changing the absolute values of the days and times of the journeys concerned. –RS.
9. Line names – in TXC2.1 Standard Service this is only shown in one direction and used for multiple Lines.  Needs to allow for different Lines being registered in the same file with distinct Origin and Destination descriptions.
· There is a proposal for TXC v2.2 to include directional service descriptions, and the specification for this should be adapted as necessary to deal with multiple lines if this is required. –RS
· One can already declare multiple Lines for a TXC service, and associate different Line numbers with individual Vehicle  Journeys. The 2.2b enhancement would allow directional descriptions to be attached to each Matrix grouping. -NK
10. Destination names – these can be a problem to get something other than a stop name in some cases.  Also needs to be a short destination name to fit on RTI displays.
· If this is not already covered in proposals for TXC v2.2 it should be submitted for inclusion in the candidate list of changes as soon as possible, with a clear specification of what needs to be added. –RS
· There is already a DynamicDestinationDisplay element which can be any arbitrary value. Need to ascertain why this is not considered sufficient: for example is a separate short name needed as well, or would one just use the short name if space was limited? –NK
11. Frequent Services – it is vital to flag journeys if they are frequent or not as this affects how they are operated and reported on, e.g. does the controller or driver see that the bus is 10 mins late or that the gap between successive buses is 10 mins (i.e. they are all 10 mins late but operated as a frequent service).  Also for reporting some journeys need to have excess passenger waiting time calculated, others are based on schedule deviation – the selection of which journeys fall into which category is a manual process without flagging it in the data and leads to different answers when reporting.
· This would appear to be an issue with the way that TXC files are being created rather than any underlying problem with TXC itself. –RS
12. Version control – including sub-version control of registrations for data which affects journey planners and real time systems but is not a registered change.
· As noted earlier, this is included in the proposals for TXC v2.2 –RS
13. Getting TXC2.1 data error free from providers (or requiring only minor changes) so it can be loaded on to the real time system in a timely fashion rather than 6 weeks later after lots of checking and correction/adding data elements.
· This would appear to be an issue with the way that TXC files are being created rather than any underlying problem with TXC itself. –RS
· This probably requires tools. For example, at least some of these errors can probably be detected and reported by running the publisher validation and the diagnostic report.  There is a proposal to add a further “debug” mode to help identify further errors. If there are other common known errors that are not currently diagnosed, these could be added in v2.2  –NK
14. Data providers must accept their responsibility for data completeness and accuracy and amend any data that is not as required for RTI systems. 
· Not just for RTI systems – the same is true for all downstream users of the data, all of whom must accept the accuracy of the data included in TXC files –RS
15. Operational Data – this is often not complete at time of service registration and can change.
· The use of sub-versions for the completion and updating of operational data attached to a registration TXC file is proposed in TXC v2.2 –RS
16. Operator Names – often an operator will have multiple O licences and Names but wishes to be known as a single entity for public information.  This means that the RTI systems have to group several operators’ data sets together under a common operator name.
· There are discussions taking place between Transport Direct and VOSA at present to understand the rules governing legal operator names, trading names, marketing names etc … with a view to this underpinning a national operator database which will take account of the various needs to group operators under a single banner.  Within TXC v2.1 there is already scope for an additional operator code which is designed to be used for this purpose once the national operator database has been designed and populated. –RS
17. Data Updates – If operational data changes new data may need to be uploaded onto the RTI system to maintain performance.  Knowing that something has changed can be a challenge – normally we find something is not working correctly and on investigation we find the data has changed but as it is not a new timetable as such we have not been sent a copy.
· This sounds like a question of process and procedures – an area in which RTIG Data Group has an important role – and not a failure of TXC. –RS
· If TXC version change attributes are correctly set it should be easy to detect which parts have changed- see earlier. –NK
18. File Sets – We often get several folders of files, which we have to piece together like a jigsaw puzzle to work out when they apply.  It would be nice to get a single set of files, which are all correctly dated and ready for import.

· This sounds like a question of process and procedures – an area in which RTIG Data Group has an important role – and not a failure of TXC. –RS
19. End Dating – when we get new data we need to manually end date the current data as most services do not have an end date supplied.

· All bus service registrations are assumed to be open ended at present – that reflects the legal situation.  End dates can only be applied when a change or cancellation application is submitted. In the former case the existing data then has an end-date, with the change taking effect the day after; in the latter case the existing data has an end-date with nothing continuing thereafter.  There is an exceptional issue which may not yet have been recognised, and that is for service changes which in effect take place within a day (say after early morning journeys on a Sunday, treated as part of the previous day’s operations, when the new timetable comes into effect with the start of the real Sunday service … this will need to be addressed in v2.2, but is not currently listed) –RS
· We could consider adding a recommended operational end date in 2.2b for RTPI purposes that is distinct from the formal registration date –RS
20. Split Registrations – some services are split into different parts for registration purposes.  What appears on real time etc is not always as intended.  These should ideally be joined together.

· This is a process issue, significantly influenced by legal and cost issues by the operator.  RTIG may wish to consider guidance on best practice in respect of this issue. –RS
21. EBSR Cancellations – these include the original journeys and do not increment the version number.  There is a danger that these will be included in a downstream system.

· Is there a general feeling that this needs to be reviewed?  There seems to be no need for such complexity – wouldn’t a simple reference to the existing registration by its number be sufficient to cancel it – without journeys being listed, etc.  Comments are sought on this before a proposal for any change is added to the list of candidates for TXC v2.2 -RS
· We need at least to clarify the documentation on how should be used. Should be related to subversion number possible. -NK
22. Dead Trips – positioning journeys available inTXC2.1 but rarely used.

· I presume that this is a function of these being “operational data” rather than registered services, and therefore have not yet been considered by the suppliers of scheduling systems.  Are the mechanisms clear for including these in sub-versions of the data, even though they are not held in the Registration version – and would the publisher exclude them if they were held in the Registration version? –RS
· DeadRuns were added so that AVL systems could include the timing and location  information for operational purposes. They are probably not used at the moment because supplier tools do not support them, Not clear as to the question : is the suggestion that they should be dropped because they are unnecessary complexity, or that they are the wrong presentation?     -NK
23. Road centre line data from stop to stop – this defines the route the bus takes, rather than assuming a crow flies between the 2 stops.  Available in TXC2.1 but rarely used. 
· For Registrations these seems to be an unnecessary complication. EBSR does not require such information and can use much less detailed information than that currently submitted in EBSR by Stagecoach and Arriva – the minimum is “sufficient points to allow the route to be portrayed unambiguously on a map” – typically all stops and a few passing points. The mapping systems used to present the information could use centre-line between these points to create a real-road route; at present that is not the way that the EBSR mapping tool operates. -RS
· Track data (ie “Road centre line data” is now being used on many EBSR registrations and where available is extremely useful.  It has taken some time to come into use because it needed the development by suppliers of tool support, and the debugging of various coordinate issues in their processing.    May not be especially relevant for AVL systems but is very useful for map based passenger UIs. – NK 
24. Marketing Name – customers may want to show the service marketing name.  This is not currently in TXC2.1.

· See note above concerning operator marketing name.  -RS

· It would be possible to use the ToBeMarketedWith/Description element for this purpose right now. Should review this as a candidate for further enhancement in v2.2 - NK 
25. Dynamic Vias – as distinct from Dynamic Destination.  Again a customer requirement to show principle calling points dynamically. This is not currently in TXC2.1.

· If this feature is important, then a draft specification of the requirement should be created and submitted as an additional candidate for TXC v2.2.  However it may be that there is no consistency in the requirements of different operators in this regard, and it may be that downstream systems will need to establish ways of manipulating data to achieve what is required.  A hierarchy of via points is one possible way, with each defined as “primary” “major” or “local” – sequenced along the route – so that the vias shown are, say, the next “local”, the next “major” and then just subsequent “primary” vias. –RS
· Dynamic Vias  could be added as an element to accompany the current DynamicDestination in 2.2b. -NK
