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PROCEEDINGS

Call to Order and Introductory Remarks

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1 suggest we begin. The
appointed hour has arrived, 1:00 on the 31lst , and we extend
until tomorrow afternoon, with a dinner intervening. |
hope many of us can make.

Given truth in advertising for the JPO, the
advertisement for the light lunch was as light as they
come. Nobody will fall asleep because they ate too heavily
at lunch, 1 assure you. So, we"re okay on that.

So, let me welcome everybody to this meeting of the
ITS Advisory Committee. You have your package and your
agenda. | thought, to start, we might go around the room
and have everybody introduce themselves. And, I will ask
our guests to tell us who they are, as well.

Michael Replogle: [I*m Michael Replogle,
Transportation Director, Environmental Defense Fund.

Dr. Adrian Lund: 1"m Adrian Lund, President of the
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.

Scott Belcher: [I1"m Scott Belcher, with ITS America.

Shelley Row: 1"m Shelley Row.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1"m Joe Sussman, Chair of this
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committee, and I"m from M_1.T.

Paul Brubaker: [I1"m Paul Brubaker, RITA Administrator.

Robert Peter Denaro: Bob Denaro, with NAVTEQ.

Joseph Averkamp: Joe Averkamp, with Metro Tech
Partners.

Randell lwasaki: Randy lIwasaki.

Bryan Mistele: Bryan Mistele, INRIX.

Tomiji Sugimoto: Tomi Sugimoto, Vice President, Honda
Research.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Our guests, do you wish to
start.

Jane Lapin: Jane Lapin, ITS Joint Program Office.

Robert Ferlis: Bob Ferlis, Federal Highway Administration

Office of Operations.
Paul Pisano: Paul Pisano, Federal Highway Administration
Office of Operations.

Kyle Williams: Kyle Williams, Director of System
Integrations at Bosch.

Greg Davis: Greg Davis, Federal Highway
Administration Office of Safety R&D.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Thank you all. We appreciate
your interest and your attendance. We have an agenda and a

rather full agenda that will extend to 5:30 today, and then



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

beginning bright and early tomorrow morning, extending to
1:00 tomorrow afternoon. We specifically designed this as
a two-day event, with an intervening opportunity for dinner
that will be a less formal opportunity to interact and talk
about these issues. As I said, | hope you are able to
attend.

Let me give sort of a first order, or sense of what we
hope to accomplish during this meeting, and what we hope to
learn about the ITS Program, preparatory to continuing to
provide advice to JPO.

First, we are going to get a good sense of the
progress that ITS is making in the context of the existing
ITS program. So, we will have a set of discussions about
the current program and have a responsibility to review
those programs, and we will do so in some detail at this
meeting.

The second thing we"ll do, and not necessarily in this
order, is discuss new program goals. There were some sent
to us last March in various areas, including safety,
mobility, environment, and institutional change. In fact,
our committee recommended one additional goal having to do
with accessibility of information for society as an

additional idea that we thought was important, and we
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discussed that, as well.

We"re going to try to understand how the program goals
and objectives relate to the existing research program.
So, we will get some sense about the relationship between
the transition of the new program, and what we are
accomplishing during our old program.

We want to spend some time on the World Congress.
That is now only a few months off. The World of ITS is
coming to the United States, to the Big Apple, in New York,
to see what"s going on. And, the Committee has voiced its
opinion that it is important that we put our best foot
forward in that media center of the world, so we"ll have
presentations by Gary Ritter, who just introduced himself,
and by Scott Belcher, the CEO of ITS America, on what ITS
America is planning.

We"l1l have a report on UTC, the University
Transportation Center®s Program. And, we will discuss the
Advice Memo that we had. 1t is in one of the tabs of your
book. It is worth commenting that the Advice Memo and the
way It was encouraging, it largely drove the agenda for
this meeting. We expressed some concerns last time, and
they were reflected in the Advice Memo. We expressed

concerns about, would we have something good to show at the
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World Congress? So, we"re going to get a chance to preview
that, and in a sense, kick the tires.

We 11 talk about how UTC, the Transportation Center®s
program, is now the recipient of a large amount of US DOT
research funds, and the notion here that a good partnership
with UTC could be a way, in a sense, of extending ITS
research. So that, again, is on the agenda, focused on
various goals and objectives. And, we"ll have an ample
time to talk about those goals and objectives, as well.

So, | anticipate a very interesting meeting. There
are a lot of points of view that we want to get on the
table and have a chance to fully discuss, so that at the
close of this meeting, we are able to provide somewhat, we
hope, helpful advice for our friends at DOT.

The interests around this table are very broad. We
have academics, we have public sector people, we have
private sector people, with a variety of perspectives and
interests. So, the advisory role we can provide has, we
think, particular value. As we emphasized in our report,
and as | have emphasized in previous discussions, the
independence of that advisory role is what makes our view
of value to US DOT. So, we value that, and they value

that, as well. So, I think we are tracking along in the
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same direction.

Are there any comments or questions from the Committee
before we begin launching into the discussions? If there
are questions or items that you don"t think are adequately
covered on the Agenda, this would be a time that you could
mention that, and i1t may be possible, although we"re jam-
packed, to fold in some other points of view. Are there
other ideas that haven"t been properly reflected in what"ve
pulled together, Michael?

Michael Replogle: Well, I guess as I"ve looked at
this Agenda, the one thing I didn"t see was a clear place
where we could have a focused discussion is environment and
ITS. It seems to me that this is an area that continues to
search, in terms of policy concerns, and whoever takes the
next White House is going to be paying more attention to
the environment.

I think the Congress is clearly looking to move on
this, as well. 1 know there was some discussion of that,
but 1 just wanted to bring that thread back to today"s
meeting.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: That"s an excellent point. We
will begin in just a few moments discussing the fundamental

program goals. Environment is one that has been on the
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table, and this would be an early opportunity to get a
sense of the Committee and US DOT, and the relative
importance of that environmental goal. So, that is

certainly a positive suggestion.

Crosswalk of Existing Program Initiatives to New Program

Goals and Focus Areas

Okay, any other comments? Shelley, 1 think, at this
point, I will turn this over to you for you to discuss the
Crosswalk, which will give us the opportunity to understand
the relationship between the existing program goals and new
program goals that are going to be on the table.

Shelley Row: Okay, thank you, Joe. Let me First say
how much we appreciate all of you being here, and taking
your time to share your thoughts and your ideas with us.

It really is important to the program. |1 would also like
to say a very quick thank you for those who know what it 1is
like to arrange meetings like this; it is a lot of work.
So, 1 want to thank the staff and the ITS Joint Program
Office, and Citizant, specifically Marcia Pincus, who is
back there, who has worked very hard to get this all
arranged. So, a lot goes into this and it is appreciated.

One of the items that was in the memo, your Advice

Memo, that Joe and Bob and 1 talked about, was to help you
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have a better understanding about the kind of activities
that map, or track, to the goal areas we talked about the
last time, and also, to understand how we see it evolving
in the future.

In you materials, under Tab 2, hopefully you have had
a chance to read the Vision for Safety white paper. And,
the administrator is here.

Paul Brubaker: [I1"m here for an hour. | have to be
back at 2:00, or shortly thereafter.

Shelley Row: So, you won"t have a chance to share
your thoughts, feel free to jump in. So hopefully, you
have had chance to look at that paper, and what we will
discuss is how we see the program today, and how it evolves
over the next two Fiscal Years.

So, what you see in the pie charts on this slide, 1
have FY"08 in the top box and FY"09 in the bottom box.
What we have done is, this is a financial allocation, so
what this pie depicts is how the current financial
resources are allocated around the goal areas that we
talked about.

So, you see "Safety 37%," the "Mobility" composed of
two of those slices on the pie, the one that says

“"Mobility" and the one that says the ""Congestion
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Initiative. That is the Secretary®s program for
congestion, and this is the ITS portion of that. So those
two together, actually, constitute the "Mobility' portion
of the existing program.

We currently have no resources going to "Environment.™

SAFETEA-LU specifies the strong technology transfer
role for the office that i1s reflected Professional Capacity
Building Program Architecture Standard Permanent Assessment
Evaluation. So, that is what is rolled up into this slice
that says, "'Technology Transfer.'" Yes?

Dr. Adrian Lund: How do you determine this
allocation, whether it"s safety, because presumably, some
of the things you®re doing for safety do affect the
environment, they do affect congestion, and congestion
affects the environment. How do you decide what you®ve
allotted it to?

Shelley Row: Andy, fast forward two slides. This is
in your packet, as well. This is the way the allocation
was determined. What we looked at was, each one of those
major initiatives that currently exist, this is FY"08.
These are the major initiatives that exist today. And we
said, what was the stated focus of that initiative, and in

many cases as you know, Adrian, there is a lot of synergy
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between safety, congestion, and productivity. When these
initiatives were developed, the three goal areas were
safety, mobility, and productivity, so there was a lot of
synergy between them, but in each case there was a stated
primary focus, and In some cases, there was an acknowledged
secondary focus. And In some cases, there was kind of a
happy benefit, what we call an ancillary benefit. So, this
was the way the initiatives aligned In those goal areas.

Dr. Adrian Lund: And so, these are what determined—

Shelley Row: Correct. So, the "P'" is Primary, the
"S" is Secondary, and "AB"™ is Ancillary Benefit. So if it
is a "P," then we allocated all of that money into that
slice of the pie that you saw on the previous slide. Is
that more clear?

Dr. Adrian Lund: Yes.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: |1 should mention that, just to
get the idea on the table, in the first face-to-face
meeting of this committee in November of 2007. That was
before Bob and 1 took on the Chair and Vice-Chair,
respectively, there was no environmental goal put forward
at all. And, the Committee pushed hard on the importance
of the environment, and in the March meeting, the new goals

did focus and did include the environment, which we were,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

13

of course, as a Committee, pleased to see.

It"s, of course, less exciting than not spending any
money at all on the environment, but in principal, it is
one of the goals.

Shelley Row: So, this is FY*08, and for those of you
not steeped in this whole federal year stuff, we are in the
tail end of FY"08. So, by September 30th, by and large,
this is said and done history for the most part, and we"ll
talk much more about that tomorrow.

So, Andy, let me go back to the first one. The bottom
box is FY"09, and I"11 show you how that one breaks out.
What you will notice immediately is that the two pictures
look strikingly the same. So, the funding allocation is
very similar in FY*09, and I will explain why that is. A
bit portion of that, again, is the Congestion Initiative,
and that"s forty million dollars out of, basically, a
hundred million dollar program. FY"09 is the last year of
funding for the Congestion Initiative, so that is clearly
dominating the picture that you see in FY"09.

Scott Belcher: So, those funds were initially
allocated for other purposes?

Shelley Row: They were.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Which funds?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

14

Scott Belcher: The Congestion Initiative funds. They
would have been distributed differently back here than they
are currently.

Shelley Row: That is correct.

Scott Belcher: 1Is the Congestion Initiative with the
Urban Partnerships Program?

Shelley Row: Yes, it i1s. Now, Andy, let me go ahead
and do the same thing. Lets go back one more. 1It"s the
same picture, but now it"s FY"09, and there are two things
to note in this picture. The first thing to note is that
there are fewer initiatives on this slide than there were
in FY*08, and you will note tomorrow when we go through
these, several of the current Initiatives end their funding
this fiscal year. So, there are fewer initiatives in
funding next Fiscal Year, but they still take up all the
money, largely because of the Congestion Initiative.

The other thing of note is that the goal areas are the
ones we talked about in the last committee meeting. So
again, there is really not much opportunity for new things
in FY"09 if, presumably, we work to complete the work we
currently have underway, including the Congestion
Initiative, but you can see how that tracks.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Now, the hundred million for
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FY=08, it"s largely, as | recall, in FY"09?

Shelley Row: It is the same. We get a hundred and
ten million; however, we have what is called
affectionately, the lop-off. There"s a certain amount of
money that is taken off the top, due to obligation
limitations, so we have roughly, a hundred million dollars
to work with In a given year. That changes every year.
We"ve got right at a hundred million dollars this year.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Shelley and 1 picked up a
small typo on the ICM. It should be in another color. I
can"t tell.

Shelley Row: It"s gold.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Anyway, that should be the
darker color.

Joseph Averkamp: So Shelley, with the emphasis
shifting to safety, maybe this is where 1"m headed-

Shelley Row: That is where I"m headed

Joseph Averkamp: The mobility and congestion column
diminishes?

Shelley Row: Yes, that"s in the next thing. The
point for you to understand is that, it we choose to
continue to finish the initiatives that have been going on

for some time, iIncluding the Congestion Initiative, which
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is easily the biggest portion of the program, it pretty
doesn*"t leave a lot of room in FY"09 for new things.
However, there is an important caveat there. The VII and
the CICAS programs, both this year and next year, will
migrate to the vision that you read about in that "Vision"
white paper. So, even though you necessarily see that
shift toward what you read about in the "Vision" white
paper, inside these projects, the VIl and the CICAS
programs are moving to that right away.

Now, let"s do the last view. Let"s go back one
before. Okay, there we are. This is 2010, and this is
where we now see a very noticeable shift toward the safety
goal. The Congestion Initiative has ended at this point.
I will show you the box diagram here in a minute, and you
will see that even more initiatives have ended, so that
gives us the opportunity to start new work supporting the
safety goal.

The presumption in this funding is that SAFETEA-LU
still holds, and obviously, that legislation will be over
by FY"10, but we don"t have anything else to assume. At
this point, we"re assuming that we"re probably going to be
under a CR, so that is why you still the "Technology

Transfer'™ slice in there, because that"s part of what the
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legislation currently has us doing.

Joseph Averkamp: So, in this framework, what"s the
mechanism for the other agencies identifying technologies
unrelated to safety? Do they do that on their own, or is
that still assisted through the JPO and RITA?

Shelley Row: Like New Starts?

Joseph Averkamp: New Starts.

Shelley Row: In terms of New Starts—

Joseph Averkamp: New Starts that are not safety
related. So, traffic monitoring and reporting, they might
not be safety related, but it"s still an important
initiative. How is that technology identified and
incorporated under this framework?

Shelley Row: One of the things you"ll see in the
"Safety'" white paper that we are intending to institute, as
soon as we can, technology scanning capabilities. So, we
would be out in the community, internationally and
nationally, public sector, and private sector entities. We
are looking at new technologies that are available, and as
we identify the technologies that look promising, one of
the role that RITA serves is providing strategic direction
for the program.

So, we would put forward our best thinking on what we

17
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perceived as good research that needs to be started.
Obviously, we don"t want to do that in a vacuum. So, we
have two groups that exist internally, to provide input
into the program and on research needs that they see.

Now, we"re still working through the internal
mechanisms and processes about how we want to vet that.

It hasn®"t been an issue for several years now because we"ve
had these major initiatives underway. So, we are
approaching a time where we will have to figure out how to
vet all of that, obviously. Also, we would like to get
input through the community.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: So, would you specify those
two groups, who those are, for that input?

Shelley Row: Sure. At Paul®s level, he chairs the
Management Council, which Is the modal administrator®s
mostly. And, they serve the role of providing advice and
consent to the strategic direction, which is at the level
of the associate administrators, which is the group that 1
chair, the Strategic Planning Group (SPG).

And that has got all the modal representation, not
every single mode, literally, but most of them. And, we
meet together, and many of them choose to do research on

ITS in their own research budget. Some things are funded
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through the Joint Program Office, and some things are
entirely funded by them.

Paul Brubaker: Some things wind up being executed by
the ATC Program. 1t"s not like it would entirely
disappear.

Shelley Row: Let me fast forward, Andy. Ten, here we
are. So, this 1s the same picture for FY"10. Again,
things to note, there are only three initiatives remaining
that require funding in FY*10. Two of them, VII and CICAS,
are already primarily focused on safety. And then, you see
a lot of capability for new starts in safety. We also have
the potential for new starts in the environment. And
again, the intent is to focus the resources of the program
most heavily on the safety goal.

So, that gives you a feel for how the program migrates
over time into the focus on safety that you see articulated
in the "Vision" paper.

Michael Replogle: 1 guess, one concern that 1 would
have with this pattern of migration is the expansion of the
mobility initiatives in 2010, growing by a third.

Shelley Row: Do you mean the Safety Initiative?

Michael Replogle: No, the mobility is growing from

16% in 2009 to 20% in 2010, and that that engagement
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mobility initiative may indeed lead to the induced travel
impacts that increase vehicle miles traveled, which works
against environmental performance goals for the overall
system. So, | raise that as something the Committee might
want to talk about further, as we delve into the details of
what pieces these are, and to make sure we"re getting good
performance?

I think a focus on safety makes sense, but perhaps the
sole focus on safety isn"t the best targeting, and we need
to simultaneously to have a balancing of safety,
environment and mobility is sort of a three-legged stool
goal of the program, to make sure that we"re maximizing,
sort of, societal welfare from the Initiative.

Shelley Row: One piece of clarifying information we
would — go back Andy — the red and the white together is
what we would characterize as going toward the mobility
goal. So, iIn the current program, we wanted to present the
program going toward mobility in FY"08 and FY"09, including
the Congestion Initiative. So, you"re actually looking at
going from that to a reduced focused. It"s just outside of
the Congestion Initiative.

Michael Replogle: Well, I think to the degree the

Congestion Initiative Is focused on the congestion

20
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reduction pilot, which is laying the foundation for
effective growth pricing, to managed travel, and to fund
better transit, which has been a key and a goal for the
Congestion — that whole pilot program.

I guess I wouldn®t necessarily characterize the
Congestion Initiative as solely focused on mobility, but
rather, I*m trying to balance those things. And, the
biggest chunk of money was to go to New York to reduce DMT
by 60%. Some of this is labeling and categorization.

Robert Peter Denaro: Shelley, on the 2010 at 20%,
we"re nowhere near 2010 yet. Does this indicate that
you"re making an assumption that the environment is going
to be allocated a 1% piece of that pie?

Shelley Row: It means that we expect there would be
some investment in environmental research.

Robert Peter Denaro: There is a new start, though, to
what we"ve seen here?

Shelley Row: Right.

Robert Peter Denaro: Are you literally predicting
what that decision would be, and what your preference would
be?

Shelley Row: And again, if federal budgeting, we are

thinking about the FY®"10 budget now. So, you do it very
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early on. Two years out is when you start thinking about
budgets. What we would envision is a small investment to
the environment, again, with a very heavy strategic focus
on safety.

Robert Peter Denaro: So, that total pile is still a
hundred million dollars?

Shelley Row: A hundred million dollars.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: That is the assumption, of
course, that of course there would be new legislation.

Paul Brubaker: There is a huge assumption here, and
I"m not sure it"s quite right.

Bryan Mistele: My sense is we shouldn®t get too hung
up on the labeling. A lot of the work you®"re doing iIn
congestion and mobility is going to help reduce congestion,
which helps improve the environment. So, whether you label
something primary or secondary, | would focus more on what
the programs actually are than how you label them.

Randell lwasaki: How does Sharp Il figure into this?
It just got an increase.

Paul Brubaker: We try to leverage everything.

Randell lwasaki: The other thing, to address your
concern, we"re going away from the three-legged stool

moniker to the fourth leg, and that"s to get the
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environmental behavior to change. And so, we have a
permanent switch to other modes of transportation, as your
systems become more efficient.

Michael Replogle: Another way of describing that is
the fourth leg, which is Increasing the greenhouse gas
efficiency of the traffic that is on the networks by
ensuring that it doesn"t get congested and degrade its
performance. But, the only way that that actually works
with the other three legs to give the environmental
performance is if you®"re managing demand that otherwise
would be released in congested corridors, by adding
capacity off the network. Because, studies show,
basically, if you add new road capacity, you tend to get
more traffic.

Randell lwasaki: 1 think that"s based on when gas was
$2.00 a gallon, not $4.50 a gallon. As gas rises, there
may be some permanent shifts in other modes of
transportation, just from a financial perspective.

Voice: |1 think the evidence from that, from the
previous gas prices, is what we have is a short-term effect
which has a long-term effect of the downsizing of vehicles.
So, you still have the same number of vehicles on the road,

but they"re burning less gas. So, you actually get
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environmental gain from that. The knee-jerk reaction is
achieved because smaller cars are becoming available.

Randell lwasaki: From an environmental perspective,
even with ITS America with what we"re working on, It"s not
Just a mitigation piece. It"s also adaptation that we have
very little information on. All of your infrastructure is
based on historical information, on the weather. So, all
of your culverts are sized based on hundred year storms.
The Midwest had two Ffive hundred year storms within months,
so what happened? You had flooding, right?

So, you have all these other issues that we"re talking
about, a permanent switching. But we also have to work
because the earth is getting warmer. We"re all agreed with
that, right?

Voice: No, it"s absolutely correct, there are shifts
in the environment, but they"re all based upon projections
of the fuel consumption which is going to go down as prices
rise. The scientific modeling is very good. The one
before last, for example, had the implicit assumption that
by the year 2050, the average income, even in North Korea,
will be higher than in the United States. |If you have to
look at the economic models, you have to be wary until they

prove themselves.
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Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1 would comment, Randy. You
are noting issues of demand management, or reflected in the
Advice Memo we talked about, and there was demand
management and behavioral change. So, what you®re
commenting on is something we laid on the table.

Dr. Adrian Lund: |If I could just add, one of the
things that seems to be coming out here In some of this is
semantic, but maybe not all of it. 1 think what we are
hearing is that, whatever you think that the program is
focused on, one of its primary goals should be evaluated
for all aspects. And that"s a very important aspect. So,
it"s aimed at safety, then it should be evaluated for what
the environmental consequences are. Or, it"s the same
thing with mobility. What are the environmental
consequences? ITf these different focus areas are real to
us, it means that everything we do is being evaluated on
all of them for the interactive effects.

Randell Iwasaki: One other comment. Administrative
grouping came out and did presentations to the science and
technology subcommittee. And the idea is, you“re seeing
that there®s not enough money to do research. That"s the
real problem. We have more needs than we have funding.

So, 1t"s very difficult for our publications to



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

everything they can and we have to make these switches.

But we program based upon today"s problems and connect
those out in the future, and if you®"re still stuck with the
program when things change. That"s what we"re seeing is a
reflection on that.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: | was just going to comment to
both of you that we have a 2:00 deadline, but we want to be
sure you have a chance to chime in with your perspective.

I think that®"s among the most important parts of these
meetings.

So perhaps, Shelley, if that"s okay, we can just turn

it over to Paul.

RITA Administrator’s Remarks

Paul Brubaker: |1 want to quote the great philosopher,
Randy lwasaki, who once said that government performs best
where 1t has a clear goal and a clear deadline. So, what
1"ve done 1s, 1"ve tried to challenge our organization,
recognizing that there are a ton of needs, and limited
resources. And if you"ll excuse the pun, you we can"t boil
the oceans here at ITS, with a hundred and ten million
dollars a year. We"ve tried that, and I don"t think iIt"s
worked very well.

So, we"ve challenged JPO to, basically, kudos to
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Shelley and the staff, they®"ve really rolled up their
sleeves and worked their tail off responding to this
challenge. We have challenged the staff to really kind of
design a program that would have a very clear, measurable
goal of a 90% reduction in crashes by 2030.

Why is that important? Well, for obvious reasons, it
saves lives. We spent in the year 2000 estimate, and iIt"s
a two hundred, thirty one billion dollars a year on
hospital bills, and pain and suffering, and crash repairs,
insurance pay outs, and all kinds of stuff. There"s a
social cost. Every year there are six million crashes.
So, obviously, we want to address that.

We see a ready made business case coming up on
reauthorization, and can say, ""'This program is primarily
focused on safety, to achieve these very specific and
measurable benefits.” We want to hit on that trajectory.
""Oh, by the way, you do realize that 25% of congestion is
the result of crashes. Oh, by the way, you do realize what
causes environmental problems, and that"s congestion.” |ITF
we can reduce congestion by 25% by 2030, what kind of
environmental benefit do we have?

"And, oh by the way, do you realize we"re going to

create a communications infrastructure that is going to
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enable all kinds of collection of data, and the ability to
push and pull, finally, the mobile internet as a result of
this particular activity?”

Wow, that"s pretty heavy duty focus. |If we"re focused
on that, then that is going to create some sustained
societal benefit that iIs measurable. And 1 view that as
good news, rather than trying to figure out how we can
scratch everybody®s itches and, sort of, butter the money,
as the Secretary likes to say, across a bunch of different
programs.

We can achieve our mobility goals, our environmental
goals, we can help our private sector partners and enable
their mobility goals and their convenience goals by
creating an environment where one of the active duties is
to create opportunity, where they can test their
technologies.

What you probably saw in the white paper was pretty
in-depth technology. There are already solutions out there
that the private sector has built. We just need to
integrate them, and do a much better job of integrating
them, but we haven®t do it, because that hasn"t been the
focus.

So, these guys are going to go out there and do some
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in-depth technology searching, and shake some bushes to see
what"s really going on out there, and see if we can really
integrate some of these technologies in a way that
measurably improves mobility.

At the same time, we"re looking at the activities
we"ve been engaged in Michigan, and activities that have
gone on elsewhere. We thought that a common denominator
across mobility could be its safety application. And, the
data issue is the communications layer.

And we"ve convened a communications round table, where
we"re really trying to figure out what is the best way for
us to go forward with an open platform to enable internet
protocol based communications for safety. Our primary
concern is that we want to build a platform that is open to
the private sector, open to academia, open to the OEMs, so
they can come in and test their technologies in this open
platform.

And hopefully, on the commercial side, derive some
major business benefits, as well as looking at having our
state and local partners look at this environment and
figure out how to meet their data needs. To go to the car
companies and figure out how we can pull diagnhostic

information out of the bus and get it communicated so we
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understand how the cars under our brand are operating.

And, by the way, significantly improve situational
awareness so that the traffic management centers know the
condition of their roads. So that cars are discoverable to
one another, vehicles are discoverable to one another so
that they don"t run into each other, so that we can
actually achieve that particular goal.

But 1 think that what we"re trying to do here is get
back to the program, so that we"re building a very strong
foundation that will enable safety applications. Because
we"re a safety regulatory organization, so our goal, First
and foremost, the Secretary always says, ''Safety, first and
foremost."

And 1T you look at the reform proposal that she
proffered, a lot of it is contingent on enabling tolling
technology, which is ITS technology is, but the private
sector has already done a lot in that area. So, we don"t
see, hecessarily, a big push to invest in those type of
tolling applications, but we want to keep an open aperture,
an open mind, to say, ""We do want to integrate them. We
want to see them integrated. We"d like to have some
integrated electronics in a vehicle.”

And, 1 think the car companies share this point of
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view, Integrated technology probably being some device that
uses multiple communications capability that will reduce
crashes, give folks information that they need, and help
improve mobility.

Another thing it can do is monitor output from the
vehicle, so we can get a sense as to what the emissions
are, on an individual vehicle basis and then on an
aggregate basis. And, we realize we"re getting data that
heretofore we haven®t had.

And I look at safety as a great enabler. [1*m looking
at this a little differently, and 1°d appreciate your
thoughts on this. | see the safety aspect of this, if we
can lick this safety problem, not only do we solve the key
goals, but we knock down a lot of the pins that we"ve been
trying to knock down for years in the areas of mobility and
environmental stewardship.

And, the private sector is very interested in the open
communications platforms that enable a wave of convenience.
They want their customers to be able to download movies on
the move.

We"re also looking at leveraging the experience of
other organizations, predominantly the U.S. Defense

Department and the defense community, and see what they"re
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doing in terms of enabling communications on the move, for
situational awareness reasons. | mean, they“ve got to know
where their vehicles are, they®ve got to know where their
supplies are, they"ve got to know what®"s going on with
their supply chain, and in their operational environment.
And, they“"re able to do this through communications on the
move .

I don"t know if you"ve seen these pictures, or not,
but you have Special Ops. Officers and troops iIn
Afghanistan, sitting on mules with PDAs, and they“re
getting real live video feeds back about what"s around the
corner. That stuff is enabling. We just have to make sure
that we take advantage of those lessons and apply them to
the transportation field. That"s where we*"re coming from.

So with that, I*1l1 shut up. |1 took a little longer
than 1 wanted to. | think there"s a ton of potential here,
and we can"t do everything. But, if we stay focused and
stay on message, | think we"ll fund this in the next few
authorization bills, because they will see a very clear
plan, with some very measurable objectives.

And maybe we don*t have all of it here, but I think by
the Department emphasizing the safety, and having the

private sector, and our state partners, and other folks,
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emphasizing the mobility and convenience, | think it"s a
nice match. It"s a nice balance.

Joseph Averkamp: So, the question 1 would have is,
I*m trying to understand how it gets operationalized with
emphasis on safety, which 1 think is a good emphasis. And
you can justify that better than what we"re currently
using, just a cost-benefit analysis. But, when you talk
about open architecture and standards, even though tolling
doesn"t fit directly into a safety agenda, or even traffic
collection, are you looking to create a framework for open
architecture, for those applications, as well?

Paul Brubaker: Yes, 1 say "Build i1t and they will
come." What I envision happening is, if we build this out
to enable safety applications, we"re going to be able to do
that. 1 deeply believe that we"re going to be able to do
that. But at the same time, that same open platform can
enable interoperable tolling solutions.

That®"s going to freak out Easy Pass a little bit, but
if they"re smart, they"ll come to the game, and we"ll get
on that platform, and test those technologies. And they
can do open source application development, or they can do
proprietary. It"s up to them. As long as it rides on the

open platform and provides interoperability across the
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suite of applications. The other thing we want to do is
make sure that they are sharing data.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Let me make a comment or two,
or questions. It"s only forty five minutes into the
meeting, and iIn a sense, we"ve identified what i1s perhaps
the single, most vital i1ssue that we"re facing, which is
the switch in emphasis from "08, to "09, to "10, is
certainly by the standards of the federal government,
revolutionary.

I"m not aware of too many other programs where the
shift in research focus has been as dramatic as this, with
almost three quarters of the research devoted to safety,
and less to other activities. It may be a good idea, and
it may not. But certainly, RITA deserves our best thinking
on that question, so the floor is open for anyone who would
like to comment.

Michael Replogle: Well, 1 just want to compliment
you, Paul, on a well-articulated vision. | did read the
white paper in the pre-reading materials, and I think it"s
well stated. | think, as a way of framing this and selling
it, a focus on safety does make a lot of sense.

At the same time, 1°"m hearing from some folks out in

the field, for example, Jim Witty, who is head of the
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tolling project out in Oregon, looked at the electronic GPS
stuff. 1°ve heard he gave a briefing a week or two ago, in
which he was saying that Homeland Security is raising
issues about use of GPS for tolling.

And that, to me, seems like the kind of issue that
this program very much needs to be engaging at the highest
levels of the Department, to make sure that we"re not just
focused on safety, but we"re focused on, how do we make
sure that issues across other parts of government don"t get
in our way to facilitate applications like real time GPS-
based tolling collection, or real time, GPS-based pay as
you drive insurance? 1 mean, pay as you drive insurance,
maybe you would bundle that under the safety bundle of this
program. 1 didn"t quite see pay as you drive iInsurance
highlighted here.

But to me, the Brookings Institution Hamilton Program
just released a report a couple of days ago, and they did a
very nice analysis of pay as you drive insurance, show that
if insurance across the U.S. were switched to a mileage-
based premium plan uniformly, we*"d reduce DMT by 8% in the
nation. And, two thirds of households would save money on
their car insurance. And for those households saving

money, the average savings would be $270.00 per vehicle.
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At a time of $4.00 gas, that is a significant benefit for
public welfare and for equity, that are derived potentially
from an ITS application.

So, 1 guess, 1 want to make sure that your vision —
1°d like to see your vision broadened a little bit, too, to
be more encompassing and supportive of these kinds of
things that may not have a direct safety thing. Certainly
pay as you drive insurance, by reducing miles driven, is
also reducing accidents. So, you could say that"s a safety
thing.

Maybe some of this is packaging, but I also think from
an atmospherics and framing perspective, given the role of
the growing importance of climate change as a topic, that
for you to frame you budget, and part of this is just about
telling a story, I would feel a lot more comfortable
saying, "Yes, go, you"re making just the right change," if
we took a bit out of that safety and mobility wedge, and
put it into the environment, so we have more like 10% or
15% on the environment? We would say, this is a balanced
program. We"re looking at making sure all of these things
work to help each other along.

Paul Brubaker: Those are great points, and I think

you are spot-on, in terms of so much of this being
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packaged, and how we communicate this, because those very
issues you raised are the exact issues — everybody is
worried about GPS and privacy. They"re interested in
enabling things like BMT-related toll and BMT-related
insurance. So, that, 1In and of i1tself, is one of the main
reasons why we wanted to build this, because i1t will enable
us to be able to develop applications and tests, and answer
a lot of those questions that are being raised.

So, those are in the framework of what we had in mind.
However, what I"m worried about is a communications
activity as a re-authorization, where we seem to have a
scattered message that is very similar to the message that
we have had for a long time. We haven"t necessarily had
goals or deadlines, and I"m trying to figure out, when
we"re speaking to our stakeholders on the Hill, how do you
develop a goal or a deadline around some of the testing?

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1°d like to get some other
comments. We only have a few more minutes of Paul®s time.

Voice: |If I could make a couple of comments. |1 think
the congestion problem has basically been solved. There
are plenty of demonstrations around the world where a
technology has worked, and America doesn®"t have to re-

invent the wheel. There are plenty of technologies out
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Commission ten years ago, and these technologies were
there. 1 think it has been rather thorough.

I think on the environmental issue, 1t"s true, but
really, the environmental issue Is not an NTS issue. Just
bump up the price of oil. We see the price of oil has gone
up and mileage has gone down, and you start to reduce CO2
emissions. It"s not rocket science. It"s not really an
ITS issue in that sense. With these small issues that are
really on the sideline for ITS, I think safety is a very
good angle to narrow in on. 1 like the idea of assessing
projects.

My question is a rather small one. You picked vehicle
crash rate as the criteria. Now, there®"s a difference
between mobility and mortality, and you can actually have a
reduction in crash rate, but you may have an increase iIn
mortality because faster traffic is more dangerous. I™m
jJust wondering why you picked that criteria?

Paul Brubaker: | picked a lot of criteria, but that
is one of them. The crash rate is there. You know, we"ll
monitor other things, too, like mortality rates and deaths
per DMT, and some of the other metrics we traditionally

use. Part of the reason that®"s a metric, and the cost
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issue is a metric, iIs because that"s what tends to resonate
pretty well. | hate to be blunt about this, but this is an
area that we could put together a really good elevator
speech, and it would sell.

And 1 don®"t mean to be mercenary, but I want to see a
future in this program that will enable us to build out
this communication layer that will enable all kinds of
different ITS capabilities. But zero balance safety
focusing, focusing in on safety, will enable us to build
that platform for the safety apps.

It might be a really interesting convergence of the
U.S. Federal Government supporting and facilitating this
platform, but having the private sector come in, and having
universities come in, and having states come in on these
demonstrations, and pulling out their technology that is
consistent with the open platform architecture, and
building stuff, and enabling stuff, and going out in the
commercial market and selling it. And | see no appetite to
go out and invest in very expensive hardware and
infrastructure to enable anything ITS related. | just
don’t see 1t happening.

So, the beauty of this model is, from my perspective,

you get the private sector and others helping you to
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generate consumer demand for convenience of mobility
applications, and you have OEMs, and others, and us testing
the safety elements of the communications capability. And
to the extent that you do need hardware investment to
enable this stuff, 1 actually see the private sector,
because in this case i1t would make sense, or working with
the states or locals to get this infrastructure deployed.

I mean, you"ve done with the private sector. And,
there®s a business reason why these companies agree to do
that, and it"s because they®"re selling time on the network
and they"re selling communications. And, I think that"s a
strong element of the business.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1°d be interested in other
members who have opinions one way or the other. Brian, and
then Tony.

Bryan Mistele: Let me just make two comments. |
think you"re actually doing the right thing, in terms of
focusing. |If the challenge has always been twelve projects
and five different criteria, what is this program about?
So, 1 wouldn®"t shy away from saying, "This is what we"re
focusing on. Yes there are other things that are nice, but
quite frankly, we"re going to have much more bang for the

buck by focusing on one thing, rather than ten things."
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So, 1 congratulate you on taking that stand. 1 certainly
think 1t"s welcome.

The second thing, 1 think the private sector is doing
an enormous amount of investment today. Four of the top
six OEMs I know of are investing. Within two years, we"ll
have devices with two-way connectivity. So the key, 1
think, in terms of what you®"re trying to do, obviously, is
look at what"s happened over here and align what research
areas that have complimented. 1 think it was Gandhi who
said, "The best way to lead is figure out where the crowd
is going."

Like you said, it"s not so much building the
architecture from scratch. It"s more, figuring out what"s
happening already, bringing them together, and adding the
safety applications that may not ordinarily have been
brought together.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Tomi?

Tomiji Sugimoto: My understanding is that ITS is the
one with the technology to make transportation more
efficient. Then, we should define, what is efficiency?

So, it contributes to the public. And when we break down

how much we should reduce the accident rate, or how much we

reduce the traffic congestion, and the result of that on
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the environment, the consumption of gas can be reduced
subsequently, 1 mean increased more.

So, the most important thing is how to define
efficiency for transportation? So, my understanding that
government would like to focus on this, the year 2010, and
how to say the investment of the budget fit into the
research. That is my understanding.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: 1 wonder, Paul, how this
substantial emphasis on safety aligns with the broader
policies of DOT? Just a few days ago, Barry Peters came
out with a major policy discussion. There was first an
email that was widely distributed, and some of us, I™m
sure, have had a chance to read that. |1 read that report
that you have to drill down fairly deeply before you get
to, safety. It talks about, first, mobility and
congestion, and economic development and environment, and
it eventually does get to safety. But | worry about how a
program in a major research area is focused quite
distinctly from the Secretary"s view of how things ought to
be.

Paul Brubaker: 1I1"m glad you brought that up, because
I was in Crofton, Maryland for the announcement. All the

administrators went to different areas in the country, to
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talk about this. And in Crofton, ATS has got a facility
there that tests, more or less, what 1 call existing
technologies. Existing tolling technologies, existing
enforcement technologies, which is the point we talked
about earlier, and said a lot of those technologies already
exist in a way that will enable them to perform most of the
way It has been described.

We"re relying heavily on congestion pricing and
tolling, and we want to see a lot more private
partnerships, and we"re going to rely heavily on the
private sector to enable the existing solutions out there
to make these things happen.

Now, having said that, they can certainly get on this
open platform that we want to come up with, and test new
technologies and new ways of enabling tolling technologies
and improving stuff, but we don"t have to invent it.

I think the important things is to understand that the
reform proposal that she put on the table is really about
making data driven decisions, involving more ability to
state and local governments, to allocate resources based on
their understanding of their local needs. Because that is
where all the trouble points are, that"s where a lot of the

congestion is, and they“"re In a better position from a
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multi-modal perspective, to decide whether or not they want
to modernize a highway, or whether or not they want to put
more money into mass transit, depending on their local
needs.

So, that is sort of the basic fundamental theme in the
proposal. It"s about more data-driven decision making.
Also, with our ability, she wants to be sure the Feds
reserve the right to take that interstate focus along the
corridors, and fund projects across multiple states, and
address long standing choke points that are in the national
interest.

So, it was less ITS. There®s certainly an element
associated with it, particularly in terms of tolling and
fee collection. In fact, she and 1 have talked extensively
about the need to make sure that the technology is in sync
with our ability to have to come up with some alternatives
to the gas tax. Because let"s face it, you"re moving to
more alternative fuel vehicles, which is a good thing. |
love that. We"re going to see more plug-in hybrids, more
electric cars. You going to see driving, hopefully, go
down. We"re already going to see a hit with the $4.00 a
gallon gas.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: | guess, just to follow up,
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you mentioned, and others have mentioned, that, "Gee, we
have the technological solutions to the congestion. It"s
just a question in implementing it." That"s a big "just,”
as we"ve learned. And, there®"s a lot of work that can be
done that can be reasonably characterized as research, as
to how to implement these technologies in an effective way.

Simply the fact that we know how to take pictures of
license plates or sense transponders in real time, that"s a
necessary condition, but often a sufficient condition to
make these things happen. 1, at least, would argue it"s a
target for a research activity.

Of course, you"re quite right. The goals of safety,
congestion relief, and environmental relief are connected.
These are not individual pillars. But the question of
emphasis troubles me, In terms of that dramatic a shift,
but 1"m only one person speaking. Bob?

Robert Peter Denaro: One comment on this, and Shelley
will get back to you, but 1 noticed these pie charts really
only score the piece. They don"t score the secondary
pieces.

Shelley Row: That"s right.

Robert Peter Denaro: So, maybe we"re doing ourselves

a disservice because we"ve all said now that there are a
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lot of things about safety which will contribute to
mobility, and to the environment, and so forth. Maybe we
needed a metric In the scores methodology so we can look
at, "Okay, given that we do these things, what are the
collateral benefits for mobility and the environment?"

And, after we take that picture, let"s take a look and
say, ""Okay then, In an environment now, given that we"ve
got these benefits from the safety, what is missing?"” And,
it maybe identifies the investment that must be made,
specifically, in those areas, to improve it.

And, this comment comes from | looked at it and said,
"Well, a million dollars in environment. Is that enough?"
IT it"s not enough, then I don®"t know, because of what I
just said. And so, | think we have to get to that point,
somehow.

Dr. Kenneth Button: |If I could add a couple of
things. One thing in safety, as you point out here, with a
40% congestion iIn cities due to accidents and things, once
you start getting that stuff and looking at that, that"s
really a secondary benefit, in terms of mobility.

I"m interested in the previous charts. We had that
information about inputs. I"m just wondering if you had

any insights about what you consider your big successes
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have been recently, over the last few years in these areas,
because, that may be insightful of where we should move
forward.

Paul Brubaker: 1"m going to let Shelley answer that.
I"m going to get going, but that 1s a great question. But
if I could just leave you with one thing, and then Shelley
can answer the question when I leave, just to be clear, the
most important thing here In my mind isn"t necessarily so
much the absolute of the safety goal. The safety goal is
important for all of the reasons | have cited.

But having said that, | think the most important thing
is being able to build out this interoperable platform for
ITS applications, because that will scratch tons of itches.
It will finally enable what I call the mobile internet to
be used to enable safety applications, and that is a
legitimate goal of the U.S. Department of Transportation,
is to really zero in on that.

But it"s also going to enable what the private sector
is looking for, what the OEMs are looking for, and meet the
data needs of the folks in the state and local areas. So,
that"s where 1°m coming from.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Paul, we appreciate your time.

Thank you for your comments. So, we are on break now,
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according to the Agenda. After our first intense hour, I
guess if we thought the lunch was light, the break looks
even lighter. There is coffee downstairs in the lobby for
those who would like that. There are soft drinks back
here. So, enjoy your Pepsi Light, and we"ll see you back
here at twenty five past two.

(Recessed.)

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: We will reconvene and turn it
back to Shelley, who will operate through the next piece of
the agenda. 1 think she has some introductory comments, as
well.

Shelley Row: Thank you, Joe. Before we move on to
the next piece of the agenda, I feel like Ken brought up a
really important point with his last comment. So Ken, if
it"s okay with you, we"re going to talk specifically about
some of the programs tomorrow. So, if that"s alright,
we" 1l talk about some of the outcomes then.

Dr. Kenneth J. Button: 1 was thinking in terms of a
graphic like that, in terms of the outcomes.

Shelley Row: 1°"m not sure | understand that, but
let"s talk about it and we"ll see what we can do, okay?

Anyway, that"s a good question.
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ITS World Congress Activity Update

Okay, 1 believe the next thing on the agenda is a
discussion about the World Congress. Andy, let"s go fast
forward. Obviously, we will need Scott here.

What 1 thought we would do is we wanted to take this
opportunity as a part of your Advice Memo, to follow up and
give you insights on what you can expect to see at World
Congress.

Now, Gary Ritter is here from Volpe, to talk
specifically about SAFETRIP and about the demonstration.

Of course, Randy is here, as well and can certainly chime
in about that, too.

To just give you a little bit of an overview, we"re
actually going to flip the order and I"m going to talk
about US DOT activity. So, Andy, let"s go to the next
slide. I know that Scott brought quite a lot of materials.
I will let him talk about that, about World Congress.

In terms of the US DOT presence though, we will have a
pretty good sized booth space there, and the theme that
we"re trying to focus on, actually Ken, kind of goes to
some of your points on research results. Each of the major
initiatives that we"ll be talking about tomorrow - this

year has gotten to a point where we®"ve done some kind of
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field demonstration and some kind of research results that
have come about.

So, we want to really highlight that and try to put a
spotlight on what we"ve learned through all of these
research programs that have been going on now for several
years. So, we"re developing some very short, but we hope
will be very readable, papers on each one of the major
initiatives that, again, focus on research results.

Additionally, we are planning to allocate the time iIn
the booth, and focus on specific research programs during
different slots of time. So, for example, there might be a
certain part of the time during World Congress, in our
booth, that we"ll focus on the integrated management
program. We will have the staff there. We"re developing
posters. They will be very graphic in nature, 1 think, to
convey what we"ve learned to date, and they will be
available to have conversations with people in the booth.
We will allocate space.

The booth will have five stations that will be able to
have video or some kind of demonstrations at them. Three
of those stations will be allocated to Safe Trip-21. We will
have the other two for the other parts of the program, and

we will, again, cycle through different types of
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demonstrations, or videos, or different things for the
various programs at different times of the day. So, at a
very high level, that"s how we"re expecting to showcase the
US DOT program.

Now, we"re also going to have a document there that
will how where others in the exhibit booth who are our
partners, will be exhibiting, as well. So, for example,
NCAR, the National Center for Atmospheric Research, will
have a booth, and will have a much more extensive
demonstration about the maintenance decisions and support
systems.

So, we"ll have a document that will show, "Go see

UMTRE or NCAR and you can learn more,' because it will
actually be a very distributed demonstration. The
Secretary has been invited to speak. We are optimistic
that we will be able to get her there, although it"s not
confirmed. Obviously, the administrator will be there, as
well as quite a number of JPO staff.

So, at a very high level, that is the plan, kind of
the focus, of the US DOT presence.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: So, this has no moving parts?
This is simply-

Shelley Row: It’s static. Now, the one moving part
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that 1 was just talking to Scott about, the CICAS Program,
which #s the Collision Avoidance Research, is expecting to
do an on-street demonstration as a part of the 11th Avenue
Theater, and 1"m sure Scott can talk to that. So, other
than SAFETRIP, that"s the only moving demonstration that we
expect to have.

There 1s one other, 1 almost forgot. Sorry, Steve, if
you"re still there. The IVBSS Program that we do in
coordination with UMTRE is planning to have the 1VBSS car
there, because to experience the research, you have to go
for a rather extensive drive in a car.

So, it"s not going to be open or widely advertised.

It will be a much more constrained opportunity to
demonstrate it. The vehicle will be there, you will be
able to see the interfaces, you"ll be able to see what they
did with the vehicle, and there will be a few opportunities
for people to ride in the car.

Those are the two, again, other than SAFETRIP, that
will have physical demonstrations.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Any question for Shelley?

Shelley Row: 1°m going to ask Gary.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: We have Gary Ritter.

Gary Ritter: We will have some of the moving parts.

52
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Most of our moving parts are going to be electrons, though
some things on wheels. But, what 1 want to do is bring you
up to speed, or up to date on the Safe Trip-21 Program, and
then, what we"re planning to do at the ITS World Congress.

Since you have this in the package, 1"m going to go

53

very quickly. Just a reminder, the Safe Trip-21 Program does

incorporate a few of the operational test components.

We"re trying to look at near-term applications of VII
concepts, and how to bring this to reality, to expose it to
the public in the near term, with a view toward widespread,
deployable concepts while other research continues.

Next.

Basically, we"re focused on safety, mobility, and
electronic payment. And 1 would just add, based on the
comment before, one of the things that we do in electronic
payments is, it is a safety-related activity because,
particularly, if you go to open gate tolling where you
don"t have to stop traffic to collect payment, whether
you"re doing it for public policy purposes.

The other one is to enable hot lanes and congestion
pricing options, and we"ll talk a little more about those,
and to use electronic payment technologies to provide more

convenient transfers from automobile travel to other forms
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of transportation.

Next, our Milestones. We"re developing our
operational capability right now, and we will have that
determination in the next couple of weeks as to what we
will be able to have up and running for the World Congress.

The people out In California have been working hard
since the first of May to develop these applications, and
we will make a decision very shortly, as to what we"re
going to have. And then, whatever we"re launching, as
Shelley said, whatever is going to be at the World Congress
from DOT is a culmination of research.

Safe Trip-21, conversely, is the launch of the
operational test that will be conducted during 2009, so it
sort of the birth of the research activity.

Next.

Just the Concepts. We have a couple of private
commitments to test and evaluations, so we"re looking to do
this very openly. We"re trying to do it on a national
basis so the results are available, not only to California
partners, but to anyone who is interested. And, we want
those results to be objective.

And, we"re also going to be looking for, as 1 said

before, things that can be sustained. How do we look
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forward to the concept, even if we haven"t come to the
latest, greatest version of technology used to implement
the concepts?

Next.

For those of you who are interested, the Bay area is
our test field site. We are very pleased with 1t. We are
building an awful lot of investment by means of Caltrans,
in terms of their test pads for Sky High, which is
basically this corridor and this little piece over here.
They have the 1-80 Corridor, which is integrated corridor
management site. And so, we“ve got the size of the bay
covered.

And as many of you may know, the there is a UBA
agreement, still being implemented with San Francisco, so
we may actually, ultimately, tie In with that, as well.

These are the basic parts of the test pad. The one
other, | mentioned, that has come up, sort of, as an
outgrowth. One of our partners, Nokia, is interested iIn
taking this from the Bay area up to Lake Tahoe, to
demonstrate their abilities to, or test their abilities to
monitor traffic over an extended route, and cover roads
that otherwise are not covered to the same degree that they

might have been in the urbanized area.
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So, we will be looking at that, as well. Initially,
some of you will recall from last time, the Nokia portion
of this test is getting to have at least a thousand
vehicles up and running in the Bay area, to be assigned to
people In the Bay area, and they“"re going to do it by
targeting people who also travel to Lake Tahoe.

So, they“"re going to try to partner with the ski areas
and find people who have annual ski passes, so that they"ll
be able to track - get data from those phones while they"re
in the Bay area during the week, and then track them as
they leave the Bay area on the weekends.

We have electronic tolling on the Dunbar Bridge. We
also have at least one of four possible HOV lanes that are
authorized by the California legislature to convert to HOT
lanes, which are the High Occupancy Tolling lanes. The one
in the closest proximity is down here in 237.

And additionally, we will have a lot of public transit
involvement. We"re continuing to talk with BART, as well,

primarily with 1AD, and we have recently gotten some

nitial indications from the Stanford University folks,
that they will put some of our equipment on their shuttles,
and we will be able to integrate them to the whole mix of

transit in the south Bay area.
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Next.

Those are the partners. As we mentioned before, we"re
very happy with the mix of people involved, and also with
the balance of payments. We"re pleased to be the minority
partner. 1t"s about three to one, US DOT to California.

And the other partners? Okay. We are going to try to
target safety. This is going to be a challenge. We are
committed to doing data-driven decision making on safety,
which means we"re very pleased with Caltrans, which has one
of the better databases on crashes and the consequences of
crashes and the consequences of crashes.

This is just a First approximation of some of the
places where it gave us an initial read-out of where they
have a lot of collisions. Now, just because they have a
lot of collisions, it doesn"t mean that it"s going to
automatically be a good site. We"re going to try to match
the type of collision with the type of solution to see if
we can Find those places where providing situational
awareness - where building a heightened situational
awareness for drivers would make a difference, And trying
to estimate what that difference might be.

We will also be doing some things down in California,

via the test bed, looking at the associated technology. We
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will be able to do more advanced safety applications, but
this will probably be minimal, to the extent that some of
these other things are going forward under CICAS. We"re
not going to duplicate efforts, but we will be able to look
at some of those kinds of things.

Next.

Okay, we talked a little bit about the roads. These
are the major roads iIn the area. But those were probes
back there. Most of the arterial roadways are not very
well-instrumented freeways. In particular, the 1-80
Corridor is one of the best instrumented roads in the
country. So, we will be able to compare data, from probe
data to well-instrumented roadway data, but we"ll also be
able to see how much data we can get from roads that aren”t
heavily instrumented.

As we did down into this area, which is the VIl Test
Bed, we will be looking at how busses would be used as
probes, as well, because busses are, like any commercial
vehicles, | guess they ply the roadways more frequently
than automobiles, individually, do. And, they also are
trying to maintain a schedule. So, if they know how close
they are able to adhere to the schedule, you can make some

assumptions about whether the road is behaving well, or
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not.

Again, we will be having the probes all the way up to
Lake Tahoe, and will be able to see whether we can detect
some of those major movements, because the movement out of
the Bay area to Lake Tahoe area on the weekends is
significant. It really is one of these urban exoduses of
people going to the mountains to recreate, and they"re all
going at the same time, and coming back at the same time.

Dr. Adrian Lund: Can you tell me what you mean when
you said you said we want to see if we can detect the
movement?

Gary Ritter: We"re only going to have a thousand
vehicles, and we"re hopeful that they will be compressed in
time, and we will be able to use them as probes to detect
traffic conditions, such as congestion.

Dr. Adrian Lund: Basically, to detect congestion,
right?

Gary Ritter: We would like to see if we can detect
incidents, whether traffic may have stopped.

Randell lIwasaki: We did this over a twelve hour
period on 1-80 Friday, and the cell phones that we ran,
there were 150 students, and we ran this thing on 1-80, the

loop. They had a five car accident, and those cell phones
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picked it up just like that. So statistically, you®re
going to reach a point where you have enough penetration to
calculate what the speeds are on roadway and, in theory,
your volumes.

What we"re trying to do is figure out what those
algorithms are. That"s one of the things we"re testing
with the thousand probes in California. |1 can throw a
pebble in the ocean and what®"s the ripple? Not much. But,
as you get up to ten thousand concentrated in the Bay area,
you might be able to make some calculations on lane by lane
overall speed, maybe those kinds of things.

Dr. Kenneth J. Button: You mentioned using busses and
cars. What about other vehicles? You have a limited
number of clients you can approach.

Gary Ritter: Most commercial firms actually rely more
heavily on those. We did not get enough solicitations of
commercial vehicles. We would be happy to.

Bryan Mistele: | don"t know if it"s a dumb question,
but 1 can"t understand. My company already has 30,000+
probes in this area, with the operational systems providing
it to more than fifty customers, so | guess | don"t
understand the point of the test is. What we"re trying to

trying to figure is, can probes work to track traffic?
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Dozens and dozens of people are using this data.

Randell Iwasaki: In your case, your technology isn"t
specific enough. You get a gross speed along Interstate
80, which is great for selling it to traffic people for
value-added resale. What we"re trying to do is go the next
step, where these probes with GPS technology is so refined
that you know approximately where the lane is where that is
driving. So you can get occupancy using your data, not
seeing the people in the car, but seeing in terms of
volume.

Bryan Mistele: Where®s the volume with the thousand
probes?

Randell lIwasaki: We"re going to go up to 10,000.
Nokia®s a company that makes 1.7 cell phones per second.
Eventually, you®re going to have GPS cell phones
everywhere, so the business model right now is phone-to-
phone, phone-to-server. And, hopefully, we"ll get to
eavesdrop on what"s happening with that server, and get
that kind of information. That"s the difference between
your data and this data.

Gary Ritter: Even though we will be able to do a lot
of the same things that are done now, this particular

approach is creating the ability to layer on the roadway
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what they"re calling a virtual trip detector.

Randell Iwasaki: 1t"s like a virtual loop.

Gary Ritter: So, they can drop that on there and
start getting the data at the point. It also has a
cloaking feature ability built into it so that data can
flow pretty easily, while maintaining anonymity. We won"t
know which vehicles are providing the data. Ultimately,
they do know, but it can be masked. They can eventually
figure that out. You can go forward, but you can®"t go
backwards. So, there are some differences, but again, we
are interested in the technology and this was one that came
with California.

Dr. Adrian Lund: One other general kind of question —
in these programs, what does the federal government bring
to the table? Are you bringing some enabling access or
something like that, or is it mainly money?

Gary Ritter: Mainly money, some oversight, and we"re
still talking with Caltrans and the partners we have from
other applications that we might bring into the arena to
help build the test bed and evaluation.

Next.

This is the VII California test bed. This just shows

one of the things we"re looking at is how to segment the
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architecture so that we have a data user, and then the
actual field equivalent out here. 1t will be testing some
middleware applications that would allow devices to be
added or changed over time, that don®t require you to
completely redevelop the whole system. You can change it a
piece at a time.

Next.

Moving on to what we"re hoping to be able to bring to
the World Congress, our theme is to talk the travelers, and
it"s the connectedness of the traveler and the
connectedness of the vehicles with the infrastructure.
There are both in the exhibit hall. We have booth space
within the DOT booth, Nokia will have a booth, and NAVTEQ
will have a booth.

And, as Shelley said, we"re going to try to do things
with people who want to know more about the technology,
they can go to our partners and find out about it. But,
we"re going to be focused on the concepts and benefits
associated with these kinds of technologies in terms of
demonstration issues.

There®s the 11th Avenue Theater, which is the safety
application, and the Manhattan Loop, which is the traffic

of the future. Most of our activity is going to be
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concentrated on the Manhattan Loop. We"re still working
with ITS America to see whether there are possibilities at
the 11th Avenue Theatre.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: What is the radius of the
Manhattan Loop?

Gary Ritter: 1 will get to that. |1 don"t have the
radius. Scott, maybe you"ll be able to help me out on that
one. It"s several blocks around the Javitz Center. |
don"t know, 1°m guessing half a mile, or something.

Scott Belcher: It"s a thirty minute loop. It"s about
four miles.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: The 11th Avenue Theater, is
that contiguous with the conference that is right in the
Javitz Center?

Gary Ritter: 1It"s right adjacent to it.

Scott Belcher: 1It"s 11th Avenue, directly in front of
the Javitz Center. We"re blocking off eight rows of
traffic for the entire 11th Avenue for, 1 think, it is eight
blocks, between 10:00 and 3:00.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: So, It iIs a street there?

Gary Ritter: Yes.

Scott Belcher: Actually, it"s both. It"s a street

theater, but it would be a very large screen, and there
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will also be stadium seating so that it will be the
equivalent of being in a theater. The problem with
demonstrating the safety applications is they“re only
interesting when they don"t work, so somehow we had to
overcome our challenge, to make it interesting. And, that
is why we are talking about it In terms of a theater, iIn
terms of a production and a show.

We" 11 be showing what the driver is experiencing, with
the narration being projected onto a forty foot screen.

And then there will be, as | said, stadium seating for a
couple of hundred people to watch.

Gary Ritter: As I go forward, these things will be in
one of the booths, and then 1"11 also talk about whether we
have it in one of the vendors. In terms of our
communications connectivity, one of the things we want to
demonstrate is how to integrate, or how to connect consumer
devices, which would be personal navigation devices, cell
phones, mobile internet devices, and have them function as
V11 or VSRC onboard equipment.

So basically, we will have a wireless connection to,
either Bluetooth or USB connection, into what is called the
Safari Onboard Unit. But basically, it"s a router that

connects via Bluetooth any of the wireless devices to a
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DSRC transceiver that can connect to other vehicles on the
roadside. You can also connect to Wi-Fi.

The roadside equipment will be both VSRC and Wi-Fi
capable, so we"ll be able to demonstrate going either way,
and then from the wayside, the internet connectivity or
direct from the device out to the Wi-Fi hotspot. We"ve got
more pathways to information than people may know what to
do with, but we will be able to show some of that. And
this kind of thing we will use on the Manhattan Loop, to
show you how you connect the various services from your
devices.

Next.

In terms of intersection safety, we think we will be
able to do a couple of things. One is, we"re working on a
pedestrian and non-mobilized safety application, where
someone with a cell phone would be able to be visible
through the DSRC heartbeat functions to someone who is
driving. They would actually appear as a moving platform,
and vice-versa, the pedestrians would be able to know that
there i1s a vehicle in the vicinity.

So, we"re hopeful on that, and we hope that we would
also be able to show a stop sign violation. And, this may

be able to be done without using DSRC. We haven®t quite
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determined that, but we"re working very hard on trying to
figure out whether that can be done, independent of that
kind of connectivity.

Randell lwasaki: The Safari box is about this big.
And, the computers that used to be iIn the trunks of the
General Motors cars in the mid-nineties, that iIs the
replacement for the computer. It"s gotten that small. So,
it"s going to get even smaller. It is not patented, and it
is open architecture for anybody to pile on any other
things that they want to look at. It"s called an in and
out box. It goes in DSRC and goes out Bluetooth, or in
Bluetooth and out whatever, but you can do whatever you
want with that box. It"s open architecture.

Gary Ritter: 1It"s not only open architecture, It"s
public domain, thanks to Caltrans. And, if we“re able to
do this, this is the kind of thing we might be able to
bring into the 11th Avenue Theater. |If not, it will be
here.

The other thing we"re talking about, in large part, is
how to improve situational safety by, basically, providing
information that will help travelers be aware of
situations. And, these are NAVTEQ interfaces, but

basically being able to feed information into the vehicle,
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that is situational and appropriate to drivers, so that
we"re not giving them a lot of nuisance information, but
that if there is something that they should be aware of,
and we can detect, that maybe they®"re not paying attention.
Maybe they®re traveling too fast, or they“"re coming upon
slower, stopped traffic too quickly, we"ll be trying to
alert them to that so they can take the appropriate action.

Next.

Another interesting thing that we"ll probably have on
the Manhattan Loop and in the booth is, we"re working on a
new set of routing protocols that will allow people to get
information the way they want it. So they can choose how
to travel based on what the consequences of their travel
would be, In terms of the shortest paths, the most
predictable travel times, the lowest cost, perhaps the
least risky, in terms of what harm may come in their way,
energy efficient, or if they prefer motorized routing, one
that would favor a non-motorized trip.

And, we"re also looking at the possibility of looking
at a greenhouse gas or low carbon footprint option. So, we
are trying to be responsive to what the market might be
looking for in the future, in terms of environmental or

energy conservation, and those kinds of options.
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Next.

Voice: Which partner is working on that software?

Gary Ritter: That software is actually being
developed. The routing algorithm is University of Utah, is
a sub-partner, which wasn"t on the list, but is under the
Caltrans’ piece of the partnership. But, that will be
available to the other partners. That would be a public
domain thing, as well.

Michael Replogle: So, this inter-modal trip plan, for
example, for pedestrian bicycles, can this be demonstrated
as a part of the Congress?

Gary Ritter: We don"t know yet whether we"ll be able
to do that. |In California, at the Bay area, we have a very
good database on bicycle routes, and they have plenty of
them. 1In New York, I don"t know if we will be able to get
that over, just because the data may not be available.

Michael Replogle: 1 was going to suggest, if you do,
I can suggest some partner groups In New York for you to
work with to, basically, you show that this is relevant to
the things they care about.

Gary Ritter: We"re trying to get the transit piece
done and this may have to come later. That doesn"t reflect

priorities, just easier, how to get more stuff done fast.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

70

Next.

In terms of the transit planning, we"ll have people
have the ability to sort and point, here®s where 1 want to
start, here"s where I want to go, a very simple interface.
It will then compute based, not on schedule, but on where
the vehicles actually are, and whether they“re ahead of
schedule or behind schedule. And, 171l give you how to get
to the vehicle.

Next one.

This goes back to what Randy was talking about, in
terms of the cell phone traffic data. We"re going to look
and see if it can detect incidents, speed, the ability to
feed this data back into users locked into the program, to
give them dynamic routing. And we may...we may talk about
possibly having some New York City probes. This number has
gone down from a hundred to, maybe, twenty, but we"re still
working with them to see if they can do that.

As Randy mentioned, this is the speed profile. You
can see where that incident happened on the route there.

It just drops out. And these small dots in the hand-out, 1
think are the loop detectors or the roadway detectors, and
the others are the phones. And the computed loop detector

with the virtual loop data follows the phone line.
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Randell lwasaki: Those are those green lines there.
You can spread those green lines out as far as you want,
but those are the reporting stations by latitude and
longitude as each phone reaches out and gets to a certain
point. You can get those closer together and actually
track the phone through the system. So, we spread them out
further, so you kind of lose the application.

Gary Ritter: Next.

This is one we"re still working on, with BART.
They“"re interested. We haven®t gotten an agreement on
that, yet. They have done some interesting work, just
recently, on using cell phones for payment of BART fares,
and if we can, we"ll build off what they®ve done. They"ve
also, earlier with Caltrans, have done payment and
reservation for parking.

We can start to put this whole thing together, so that
a user, through their cell phone, can - well first, iIf
they“"re driving down the road, they can be told, '"Hey,
there®s a lot of congestion ahead. You may want to
consider another route. It"s going to be fifteen minutes
quicker to get you to your destination. By the way, you
can pull over at the next exit, and the parking is there.

Do you want to reserve a space? Do you want to pay for
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it?” It will tell you the transit fare, and when you get
there, you will see here, he"s got his NFC-enabled phone,
touch it on the BART reader, which they have in their
stations already, it will collect the payment through the
phone.

So again, this i1s to show how we start bringing these
things together and lowering, sort of, the transaction
barrier and information barrier. And, while people say,
"Oh, that®"s too complex. 1 can"t figure out how to do
transit. 1 would do it if I could.” Well, we don"t know
it this i1s going to lower the bar or not, but it should
help some people make that decision, and find that it is
actually not as bad as they may think it is.

Next.

To wrap up, we are still looking at the possibility of
having some additional awards under our solicitation. We
may do some additional activities and be able to come into
the test environment. It"s doubtful how much we can do at
this point to bring other things to the World Congress, but
ifT there are opportunities, we don’t want to foreclose
those.

Next.

We are looking to be at the World Congress with what
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we believe are world-class partners, and meeting world-
class expectations in a world-class exhibit.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Gary, thank you. Are there
questions for Gary?

Dr. Kenneth J. Button: 1[I™"m intrigued by the use of
the cell phone. 1 was iIn Portugal the other day, which is
one of the poorer members of the European Union, one of my
colleagues booked his ticket on the train by cell phone.
And of course, it charged on his card, which gets him down
the toll road, and pays his parking if he wants to. Do we
have anything like that at all in this country?

Randell lIwasaki: You"re referring to cell phones for
payment? They didn"t do it in Portugal.

Gary Ritter: Possible in Singapore.

Dr. Kenneth J. Button: The question isn"t the
technology. The question is, why haven®"t you used i1t?

Gary Ritter: 1 could go for hours on this topic,
alone.

Randell Iwasaki: You could use a Metro card like
this, instead of a credit card. Credit cards work all over
the world. The technology has been there. 1 think it"s
institutional. What we"re trying to do is show that you

can couple these technologies off the shelf, and utilize
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them in transportation.

Dr. Kenneth J. Button: It also would be useful to
show countries which are normally considered somewhat more
backward than the United States, have actually adapted some
of these technologies.

Shelley Row: That"s back to our previous meeting.

One of our goals i1s to aim at the paper system, for that
very reason.

Gary Ritter: You“"re absolutely right with the
comparison. The U.S. cannot claim leadership in a lot of
these things.

Dr. Joseph M. Sussman: Gary, one of the motivations
for having the World Congress discussions on the table with

you and Scott, was to get some comfort about what, in fact,

was going to be there on the ground on November the 14th , or

whatever the magic date is. And you had a few asides that
suggested there was still some variance of what might be on
the ground. So, I"m trying to understand if what we just
heard is a wish list of what you hope for?

Gary Ritter: Let me put it. We"re probably at an 80%
confidence level on what we"ll be able to bring. And in
another two weeks, probably, we"re going to have a real

sit-down with our partners and decide what is going to make
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