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1. High Priority Standards
In 2004, Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) conducted a Transit Breakout session with the International Organization for Standardization Technical Committee on Intelligent Transportation Public Transport Working Group (ISO TC 204 WG 8) to identify priority areas for standardization of advanced public transport systems.  APEC priority areas coincided with many areas under discussion by ISO Working Group 8 on Public Transport and Emergency.  The APEC priority areas included:

· Reference Model Architecture with public transport integrated in service domains

· Standard Numbering System for Public Transport Systems (SNSPTS)
· Transit Communications Interface Profiles (TCIP)

· Passenger Information and Spatial Representation (TCIP)

· PRESTO/Transit Signal Priority

· Public Transport Vehicle Area Network

· Fare Collection (Fare Media including Proximity Cards and Financial Elements)

· BRT Best Practices and Collision Avoidance technologies

· CALM (Communications Air Interface for Long and Medium Range)

Specifically, the ISO TC 204 WG 8 had active work items dealing with a public transport standard numbering system and TCIP (for passenger information and spatial representation).  Over the last three years these APEC priority standards were drawn out until they expired.  The barrier to pursuing these standards in ISO was the existence of similar standards in the European Committee for Standardization (CEN).  The current thinking amongst a slight majority of WG8 members is that detailed standards such as TCIP and SNSPTS should be standardized at a regional level.  European countries have a regional standards development organization in CEN, but there is no such regional SDO amongst Asia Pacific countries. 
In this section, two high priority standards, TCIP and SNSPTS, identified by Pacific Rim economies will be discussed.

1.1 Transit Communications Interface Profiles (TCIP)
As customer expectations grow and business issues become more complex, a critical requirement across regional organizations will be the exchange of and access to operating and infrastructure information wherever and whenever needed.  TCIP provides a standard approach to exchange key information needed by information technology systems deployed by public transport agencies.

1.1.1 History and Description History of TCIP in the US
Initiated in 1996, the first version of TCIP was approved in 1999 and 2000; the nine (9) documents in the standard family were published in 2000 through 2001.  The current version 3.0.0 was developed and supported by the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) and was published in June 2006.
As part of the US Department of Transportation’s ITS Standards development program, TCIP serves as the Public Transport “information” level standard.  The standard is used by technology-based systems to share required information.  The standard is composed of a data dictionary (data definitions and format), message descriptions, and procedures for how to exchange the messages.  

1.1.2 Benefit to APEC economies of TCIP

TCIP defines “standardized mechanisms for the exchange of information in the form of data among transit business systems, subsystems, components and devices. The standardization of these interfaces is intended to reduce the cost of future procurements of transit computer based systems, and to facilitate a greater degree of automation and integration of those systems.
”
Today each deployment of an advanced technology system is a custom implementation.  Procurement of ITS requires custom information exchanges, increasing the cost, resources and time for both the vendor and transit agency.  Furthermore, agencies are restricted in their procurement approaches due to the limitation of proprietary-only systems in the market-place.  As a consequence, agencies cannot add functionality in a modular fashion unless they restrict their purchase to their original vendor.  They cannot buy “best of breed” transit systems like we buy stereo equipment or computer accessories.  Many of these disadvantages are mitigated through the inclusion of a TCIP Profile Requirements List in a tender specification.
Some examples of how the absence of a standard approach to support data exchange can impact an organization are included below:

· Higher expenses can occur that are associated with the ongoing development and maintenance of custom data interfaces to support the exchange of data between vendor products.

· Inflexible or non-responsive systems or data structures may limit the ability to view, analyze or portray transit information in a manner that best fits a given function or request.

· Extra time is spent on repetitive redesign or customization of data and systems in response to each new application (within the organization and to support regional systems) that requires transit data.

TCIP will also support the incorporation of public transport information in an integrated transportation system.  TCIP supports the sharing of planned, actual and performance information with other modal services and transportation centers.  

1.1.3 History of TCIP in ISO

In late 1998-early 1999, the US proposed that ISO adopt TCIP (either in its entirety or in part) as a data dictionary and preliminary message set for an international public transport ITS information standard.  A proposal for Passenger Information components of a Public Transport Communications Information Profile (PTCIP) as a New Work Item Proposal (NP) in WG 8 led by the USA, was submitted for comment at the Kyoto Plenary, June 9, 2001.  During and subsequent to the Australia Plenary in October 2001, WG 8 received comments on the NP from Japan, Korea, Germany and France, and published a document on the TC204 website outlining the disposition of the comments. The WG reviewed the status of the NP at the WG 8 meeting in London and proposed it for registration as a Committee Draft (CD). The TC agreed to accept the document as a CD if it was submitted before the end of 2002.  The document was submitted in December 2002 as a CD, comments were received and resolved.  These international efforts occurred while TCIP Version 2.0 was under development in the US.  The US requested that the new version be considered by the ISO WG.  As a consequence, several alternatives were discussed:

· Rescind the CD and start the process over with the updated Version 2.0 contingent on its approval as a standard; or

· Resubmit the CD with the new version of TCIP, however, since TCIP 2.0 was not expected to be approved and balloted until Fall 2005, the new CD could not be submitted until the Spring of 2006.

The second alternative (bullet) was accepted by the WG.  However, when it came time to submit the CD, Version 2.0 had not yet undergone approval by the US public transport community.  As a consequence the extension expired, and the WG was forced to restart the process.  

1.1.4 Issues with Regard to ISO (Europe)

During the Cape Town meeting (Fall 2006) and in the subsequent New York meeting (Spring 2007), an initiative was put forward to relegate technically detailed specifications for another work item in WG8 Interoperable Fare Management System (IFMS) to a newly defined category called “regional” specification.  This initiative was then used to argue that the same should be done for all standards in WG8.  Thus, TCIP will not be considered by key delegations (primarily from EU countries) for international standardization as it addresses technically detailed information.  Since Pacific Rim economies expressed the need for TCIP as a “regional” standard, the work to ensure its internationalization should fall to APEC.

1.2 Standard Numbering System for Public Transport Systems (SNSPTS)

When tourist and business travelers travel to different cities, let alone to different countries, they must learn a new public transport systems, pre-trip and en-route traveler information channels.  A standard stop numbering format provides a fast, easily recognizable method for customers from different cities and countries to access information about any transit system that adopts the approach.  It also provides a specific format for pre-trip and en-route customer information systems to acquire, learn, and process information about the location of public transport access points.  
Public transport stop numbers are needed to formalize the exchange among public transport components, systems and centers, and between transit management centers and other traffic information centers, wayside and mobile devices.  The benefits to be considered are:
· Numbering of transit stops has been adopted in some cities (e.g. in Canada, Australia, Japan, Korea) and has proven to be a highly useful way of improving the provision of public transport information.  For example, people can simply key in their stop number into their mobile phone to find out information on the next available service from that stop.  This makes information much easier and faster to access for the public.  It also reduces the cost of providing information by allowing many inquiries currently handled by operators to be handled automatically.

· Stop numbers can be shown on maps, printed timetables and web–based inquiry systems.  This may help make complex networks of bus routes more understandable.

· Numbers are an essentially universal “language” and their use avoids problems with spelling, pronunciation and recognizing names.  In addition large cities can have 10,000 or more transit stops, making it difficult if not impractical for them all to be named.

· The adoption of a standardized approach will facilitate the adoption of computer-based passenger information systems.  It will also make it easier for travelers to understand, and hence use, the public transport system in a new city or country, or even in part of their own city which they are not familiar with. 

To achieve these benefits work was undertaken to develop a consistent format in which public transport stop references were standardized.
1.2.1 History and Description History of SNSPTS in ISO
The Public Transport Numbering System was accepted as New Work Item inJune 1999.  At that time the WG8 member countries,  Australia, Canada, Japan, and the US presented their Bus Stop Numbering Systems (or in the case of the US, various approaches used by selected agencies).  A survey of stop numbering approaches, the International Survey of Public Transport Information Systems and Stop Numbering Practices was initiated by Australia in October 2001.  Unfortunately, Australia dropped out of WG8 due to funding issues and work item expired.  In May 2004, Korea offered to step up and lead the work, and the work item was reactivated in the fall.  An NP was issued in April/May 2005.   
Although the first NP ballot of the SNSPTS was defeated, the WG8 rescoped the work item and the new scope was agreed to by all the WG 8 members (including CEN members) in October 2005.  The NP was ready for reballoting in Mar. 2006. However, at the next WG8 meeting (April 2006), CEN requested directly to the TC204 secretariat that the work item not be reballoted until after discussions at the next plenary.  They maintained that the request was due to a new CEN work item called IFOPT.  CEN requested that SNSPTS be consistent with the IFOPT model.  The group agreed to defer decision on SNSPTS balloting until the next meeting (May 2006) and requested Korean attendance at IFOPT meetings to facilitate coordination.  WG agreed to revise scope of SNSPTS to compliment IFOPT (October 2006).  Korean experts were unable to attend IFOPT meeting, so no new scope was developed, although the Koreans reiterated their interest in developing a Bus Stop Numbering standard.  After the missed opportunity between CEN and ISO, the work item was allowed to expire again (May 2007).
1.2.2 Benefit to APEC economies of SNSPTS
The benefits of a standard numbering scheme for the Pacific Rim economies are obvious.  Travel between and within Pacific Rim economies supports economic development, and other goals and objectives of APEC.  Lowering the barriers for travelers to take public transport is critical.  Although a numbering format is a simple idea, it provides significant opportunities for travelers, as well as information and application service providers to offer travelers access to information on public transport options. 
1.2.3 Issues with Regard to ISO (Europe)

During the New York City ISO meeting (Spring 2007) the WG8 left the SNSPTS in limbo.  WG8 delegates who wish to promote SNSTPS will find it difficult to resurrect it through ISO.  Since Pacific Rim economies expressed the need for SNSPTS, the work to ensure its internationalization should fall to APEC.

2 Recommendations and Options for the Future
APEC has an important role as a promoter of standards for Pacific Rim economies.  It can balance the impact of the European Union standard organization by developing and promulgating standards within its regional structure, and then promoting those standards in the ISO, similar CEN committees.  To this end, there are three efforts that complement a comprehensive approach.  They include:
· Developing a policy recommendation from APEC Transportation Working Group

· Initiating discussion between APEC and ISO leadership 
· Selecting a Standard Development Organization (SDO) supported by APEC
These are discussed in greater detail in the sections below.
2.1 Role of APEC
2.1.1 Formal Endorsement/Resolution by APEC Transportation Working Group

One option for the APEC Transportation Working Group’s (TWG) consideration with regard to TCIP and SNSPTS is endorsement by the TWG of these standards through a written statement or resolution. Such a statement or endorsement would not have legal force but would be viewed as an important indication of APEC’s interest in seeing these standards adopted and incorporated into normal business practices in the APEC region.  The development of this statement or endorsement would have to be done by the Intermodal & ITS Experts Group (IIEG) which is one of the four major deliberative bodes within the TWG.  The TWG would have to formally approve such a statement/endorsement at one of its formal meetings. The next meeting is scheduled to occur in March, 2008 in Manila, the Philippines.  Such a statement or endorsement could be used by other organizations, including standards development organizations, as leverage to help support TCIP and SNSPTS adoption.  
2.1.2 Meeting between APEC and ISO Leadership

Another option is to convene a meeting between the leadership of APEC IIEG (on behalf of TWG) and ISO TC 204 to discuss APEC’s position on TCIP and SNSPTS.  Such a meeting could be held with or without exercising the option of developing a written statement or endorsement.  The meeting would certainly have more force if it included the transmittal and presentation of the written statement or endorsement regarding TCIP and the SNSPTS.  Holding such a meeting will also have to be discussed within the IIEG and approved by the TWG.  APEC already has a formal liaison arrangement with ISO, and an IIEG member regularly attends the ISO meetings and reports back to IIEG leadership on activities.  The IIEG-ISO liaison person can help in establishing the initial contact with ISO on the development and framework of any possible meeting.  
2.1.3 Select other SDOs supported by APEC

APTA, though not an ANSI recognized standard development organization, has nurtured and supported the development of standards for the North American public transport industry for many years.  Attachment A discusses several standard development efforts underway at the organization.  In summary, they use different approaches for promulgating standards:

· Develop standards using industry professionals under an open, formal ANSI-based process described and overseen by APTA professional staff and a Standard Development and Oversight Council (SDOC); and then promulgate the standard through the ISO or IETF
· Work with internationally recognized SDOs such as Institute of Electronics and Electrical Engineers (IEEE), American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME), Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) based on their policies and procedures.

· Develop standards with an internationally recognized SDO supported by APTA and controlled by policies of an agreed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the SDO.

These alternatives do not require the APEC Transportation Working Group to become a SDO.  Generally, a SDO requires a formal, consensus based process.  Formal means that the process is documented and includes an open, fair and transparent process with multiple stages for review, comment and resolution.  In all these alternative approaches, APEC may be the moving force to initiate and promote the standards committee volunteers.  

� From APTA TCIP-S-001 3.0.0 Volume I:  Purpose of the Standard, p., 1.
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