NHTSA Meeting w/AAC on the Novice Teen Driver Info Sharing Project

Marriott Washington Dulles Hotel—Herndon, VA

June 14, 2011--11am – 3:30pm


In Attendance:

Chuck Lehning, ADTSEA

Karen Morton, AAMVA

Bill Van Tassel, AAA

Peter Kissinger, AAA Foundation

Debra Prudhomme, DSAA and AAC Chair
Nina Saint, DETA

Dan Mayhew, TRB/TIRF

Jim Wright, NHTSA (Project COTR)

Ken Jones, Project Manager, Info Sharing Project, Maryn Consulting
Carol Hardin, Highway Safety Services (HSS), LLC

Brett Robinson, HHS, LLC
Delmas Johnson, Maryn Consulting
Presentation by Ken Jones:  Development of the Novice Teen Driver Ed Standards Info Sharing System—Overview
Purpose/Review
· Ken began by stating that the purpose of his presentation is to discuss some of the issues and “meat” of what needs to be discussed.
· Ken showed a cartoon of “in the beginning”:  flowers on the ground are picture of what needs to be worked out in terms of the standards and specifics of the info sharing system.

· Regarding the info sharing website—need to be cognizant of the audiences and what we are trying to do.

· Ken reviewed the approach—and presented disclaimer language from the NHTSA contact.  In summary, n personal information and disclaimer on trade names applies to the project and content of the info sharing system.
Approach

· Ken reviewed the approach:

· The stakeholders have ownership of the standards.

· The info sharing system will support the implementation of the novice teen driver standards.
· Will use a team approach with the stakeholders to design and implement the info sharing system

Recap of Project Tasks
· Id State/Federal guidelines, regulations, policies governing these types of systems—in process.
· Review and id other systems of State info sharing that may inform the system.  Other potential systems to examine are drivers’ licensing systems and law enforcement systems.
· Use the standards to create a matrix of subcomponent elements and criteria suitable for reporting alignment by the States—will review this task today after the presentation; other info that can be collected.  The info also has to be reciprocal.
Identify Info Sharing System Elements

· Ken stated that this task involving working w/ANTSE to define and refine all definitions.

· States will enter answers for each standard and sub-standard using yes, no, incomplete, and partial—these were defined during previous meetings/discussion.

· Ken then asked the AAC group “What needs to be done to modify these to make these choices to make them acceptable?”  Suggestions and discussion ensued in response to Ken’s question:
· Brett-may want to modify definition for partial and/or remove “has no plans to implement” from the definition for no.
· Some discussion ensued about the extent to which the States may be planning but haven’t started, esp. no plans to implement.
· Jim--maybe Ken is thinking about a triage effort.  As States are prioritizing, categorize the States that are going to implement.
· Dan—suggest Yes, No, Planning, Partial, and add a category “No Plan” to represent that the State does not have any plans to implement so that all of the categories and definitions are mutually exclusive.
· Ken asked the group how to capture States that have no plans to implement?  

· Dan and others suggested creating a new category—where a State  might want to implement but doesn’t have a plan to impellent standards.  Perhaps remove “there is no plan to change” from Partial.  
· No plan to implement would be a new category.
· Debra stated that the group needs to know which States are implementing partially but want to improve.
· Ken reminded the group that the info sharing system is not a survey—want to capture a snapshot. 

· Bill—what about those distinguishing between those States with no plans or partial plans? 
· Q:  Will States know this information to be able to complete as defined?  Ken—perhaps not, those entering the info may need a higher level of approval from State officials to enter the info.
· Brett suggested that the categories have to be easier to distinguish.
· Bill asked “How will we use the info?”  Brett stated that the purpose of collecting this info will be to do Triage—which States will NHTSA and stakeholders need to focus on for assistance.

· Nina—perhaps we  need to recognize that this is a snapshot?  Ken—yes, plus may also need to recognize the purpose of collecting the info.  

· Moving on, Ken noted that ANSTSE/States will need tech support, data owner, data access, and data resources (refer to flowchart in Ken’s ANTSE Plan June 2011 document for function and definition of each role).
· Ken also reviewed Standards, Curricula, Tech Papers, Lessons Learned, Mission, Assessments—these categories will be available in data resources in a read only format in the info sharing system.
· Next, Ken asked the group—what is the administrative process for posting materials in each of these categories?  Are other roles required?

· Peter—will State A be able to review the info for State B?  Ken--If States wish to provides this access to other States.  Peter—would not recommend advertising that States can compare themselves to each other.

· Ken—who is really responsible for driver ed?  Various members of the group responded that the responsibility is housed differently depending upon the State.
· Peter—would recommend eventually going public with what is in the database.

· Brett again asked the Q--will States be able to compare to other States?  Some discussion ensued by Debra, Brett, and others as to whether or not this was desired.  Ken noted that, as currently planned States will only have access to other States’ info once they have entered their own State’s data.
· Karen—what about other providers in the States? Some States have multiple providers, public and private.  Ken—this is not a provider collection, this is being collected on the part of the States.

· Nina cited FARS online as a good example.  It will allow States to do a comparison to the “best” State.  Brett noted that States will want to review and maybe compare to States geographically close to their own State.

· Some discussion ensued about States changing data after reviewing data from other States.

· Karen noted that sometimes surveys are completed by multiple entities in the State and the responses conflict.  Ken stated that this is why we have to identify the data owner in each State—this is the person with responsibility for entering the info pertaining to the standards .  Debra—how will differences in providers be captured?  Several in the group asked—will we get this from the survey of providers?   Providers are not being surveyed; however, Ken stated that an option to allow States to enter information for other data elements could be considered—if the State uses private providers.  Ken is also reviewing the option for the States to enter comments under other data elements.  Karen, Peter, and others—may need 2 logins for each State for private and public providers.
· Ken stated that he would return to the presentation after lunch.  Brett stated that the group needed to break for lunch at this point and the AAC meeting (conducted during lunch). 

· Ken resumed the presentation with an overview of the project task of identifying info sharing system elements, specifically collecting additional data elements:

· Does the State have public or private providers, or a combination?

· Does the State subsidize private providers?

· Where is the Driver Ed function responsibility in the State government?

· Any other additional elements identified by ANSTSE.

Ken stated his process for today:  will listen to what everyone says and use that to update the June 2011 plan for the info sharing system..  Also, will also need to discuss where the system will be housed.

· Continuing from where we left off before lunch, Ken asked if  the definitions for yes, no inc, and partial complete as stated in the plan.
· Dan--Suggest revising “ Inc” to “Planning” as State is in the planning stage.  How to capture if State wants to plan in the future?  Ken—remember info sharing system is not a survey, i.e., State is measuring itself against the standards.

· Ken went back to additional elements—and reviewed the above 4 Qs.  Some discussion ensued among the group about whether or not to collect info on subsidizing public providers.

· Regarding Q3—the group consensus seemed to be that for those States responding, the one completing enters his/her function and role in the responsibility.  Ken—different individuals completing the Qs in the system will have their entries there so that you could see each entry, also there was previously some discussion about having two entries per State.  Based on discussion of the group and the way driver ed is managed/funded/delivered in each States there may be a need for 3 entries.
· Bill—will also need to capture which part of the driver ed responsibility each person entering data has.  Ken—we will then need to develop a detailed log-in process and record once we identify the 10 target States.

· Ken stated that he would bring the specs back to the group after consulting with his tech people about what is/isn’t doable.  Nina stated that the group needs to keep in mind that there may be States, e.g., TX, where there are 4 different entities w/responsibility for driver ed.  Ken stated that to address this situation all of these people will need to be listed as data owners.

· By working w/the 10 States—Ken stated that we will learn a lot about what will work with collecting the info from these States.
· Debra—do we need to know whether or not 402 $$ is used to fund driver ed and where?  
· Discussion—we also have to address the tribal driver ed and how it is managed and implemented.   Brett—this is not simple and/or straightforward to do, suggests not including it in this project.  
· Ken—after identifying the 10 target States, how to evaluate the process, then finalize the plan for implementing and maintaining the System.  Peter suggested the idea of an ad-hoc working group in every State might be a good way to do this.

Reviewing Plan Content

Ken turned to reviewing various aspects of the plan content—starting with the core requirements on page 8.  For example, documents/materials that are approved by the Association will then be put onto the website.  

· Debra—will we be limited to certain things that we can and can’t do?  Ken—initially no, however, once these requirements are locked down, then there won’t be any changes.
· Regarding login/security standards, coding style—standard, forms, website—Ken noted that at some point the group will see some screen shots of what the website will look like.

Ken then moved on to the matrix of info to be collected.  The numbering follows the teen driver ed standards’ numbering.  Ken noted that the effort has to be careful with the granularity and the individual entering the system.
· For 1.0 – revise to single, coordinated, etc. break down into 3 Qs.  Debra--Also include provision to enter comments as a drop down menu. Keep in mind that the intent is to determine compliance with the standards and not to survey States.
· Jim—are we asking everyone to review and give comments to Ken later?  Ken—we will review all now to see if there is anything else to add/modify/revise/change?

Ken then reviewed selected ones of the proposed individual statements in Section 1.0 and asked the group if any revisions/modifications, etc. were desired.  Ken noted that for example, item 16 was broken out into two pieces; and skimmed through the remaining items in Sections 1 and 2., after noting that a statement was added to 2.1.2 that stated that the standards are available on the website and asks for the status of updates.

· Debra—what if the State does not have the simulation?  Some discussion ensued that the answer would be No it is not regulated but it is allowed. Some discussed also ensued about whether or not to add an “N/A” category—the group consensus seemed to be that N/A is not a desired option in this info collection system.

· For Section 2.1.6.1, Ken asked if yes/no, etc. should be added for each of the 2 subcomponents and suggested that perhaps he would break out further simulation and driving range instruction.  Chuck—some States, e.g., NC, may not follow the same rules for the public providers vs. private providers.  Debra—if the answer is No to 45 hours, do we want to know what the number of hours are?  Some discussion ensued about whether or not we want to monitor what the number of hours might be, esp. if we want to monitor progress.   The drop down menu was again discussed as an alternative to entering the 45 hours.  Ken stated that he would  add as a to-do item for the  drop down menu to provide for States entering the number of hours. 
· Dan and Bill—the number of stages should be a separate Q.  Perhaps the 1st Q should be about the number of stages. Ken-stated that he will revise to break out the specific components for the stages and specific components.

Ken moved onto the Instructor Qualifications (Section 3.0)—wants to break out yes/no/planned/partial for each one.  Ken asked the group if there was anything else in Section 3.0 that should be broken out.
· Debra—do we want to know how many hours of CE there are?  Do we want to know what type of exam they are using?   Some discussion ensured about the type of certification—the group’s consensus is to add drop down menu function here to accommodate entering this info.

Ken moved on to Section 4.0—Parent Involvement.
· Debra asked for 4.1.1—do we want to break out seminar into  pre-course, initial?   Do we also want to break out middle or end—do we need to know when it is?  We need to know when they are doing it in the same manner as the 1st Q.  Some discussion ensued as to why it may or not be important to collect this information.  The consensus seemed to be that this info isn’t needed.
Ken moved onto 5.1.1 and asked —is this straightforward?  Is further refinement needed?    The group endorsed 5.1.1. and 5.1.2,  after Ken reviewed each one.
Ken moved onto other data elements and summarized the group’s consensus on the issues discussed.

· If there are 3 systems, this will be captured at log-in.  Bill—for online driver ed, may want to add online, home taught for parents.  Ken—do we need to go back and add a drop down for this?
· Another Q:  What about NICOL (sp)?
· Bill—should we ask what delivery channels are allowed in your State?  Brett----Keep in mind it is a compliance matrix.  Nina—in Karen’s survey—ask about delivery channels in that survey.

· Peter—will these be cognitively tested?  Ken—when system is done, everyone on the group will have an opportunity to do beta testing.  

· Jim, Nina, Debra, and others—VA, MN, MI, LA, TX, NC, OR, MT, IL, WA, HI  are the ten or so States that have expressed interest in the assessment,  have access to the data to complete the inventory, and NHTSA has identified as willing participants. 
· Dan--will we know when the reports are updated?  Ken stated that there will be some type of notification with the last entry/submission date with a flag for the administrator when updates/changes are entered.  Q:  Would we know where the changes are made?  Bill--we should be able to track the changes over time w/an entry history, i.e., from baseline—want to see changes over time.  Ken—we will have to add this as another report to the reporting function.
· Some discussion ensued about whether or not there is a need for an additional person to also be a data owner in a individual State.  Ken talked about a possible process to approve who may be the assigned data owner, data access, data resources persons.  
Ken stated that he will  bring major decisions on changes, revisions, etc. on the info sharing system back to the AAC.  Ken stated that the smaller changes will be made by him and then reviewed for approval with the group afterwards.  

Some discussion ensued about how difficult it will be to identify/manage the individuals asking for approval to be data owners.

Ken then moved onto what kinds of reports the AAC might want.  For example—does AAC want reports comparing all of the States?
· Dan—wants an overview report 1st.  BVT—will there be a report for each standard?  Ken--Yes.  The group also wants a detailed report for each State and for each standard.

Ken moved onto  % complete—the % responded.
· Debra—what about if entries are blank?  Ken—for now, the system will say go back and answer when items are left blank.  There may be scenarios where some entries are blank for a specific agency in a specific State.

Ken noted that while not complete in the current plan—there will be a section for including the acronyms and abbreviations used in the Plan.
· Dan—will those entering information suggested adding hyperlinks and/or  “hover-overs” for specific terms to provide definitions?  Ken stated that this would be considered. 

Ken then reviewed the point of contacts (POCs) for the info sharing system, specifically data owners.  This has to be a maintenance plan of what needs to be done.
· BVT—we would be responsible for updating the POCs?  Someone has to be monitoring e-mail correspondence for changes in data owner.
· DM—do we want to ask for updates annually vs. waiting for States to update personnel changes?
· Ken—do we want to ask for a update annually?  Q:  Will the system generate an e-mail to ask data owners to provide updates?  Brett--the challenge will be to ensure that these updates will be answered.
Ken stated that Section 2.0 and 3.0 are not completed as he not sure what the content will be.  For Section 4.0—this is common in terms of what the website might look like.

Ken moved onto some themes that he identified that are of interest/should be thought about from the past 2 days of the group’s meeting:
· Anxiety—concern about the future of driver’s ed.
· Change—some may feel that change may be occurring faster than desired.   

· News—the group exchanged a tremendous amount of info with each other.

· Marketing—the website should be able to do that.

· Voluntary—this is a big concern.  Ken will talk about this again at the next meeting. 

· Image—professional and timely.
· Blast—via e-mail from the website informing people that there is news.

· New approach & New Model

· Organization—AAC has been in existence for about 3 years.  The website will be introduction to others that do not know the AAC exists.

· Professional

· Commercial Practices
· Audiences-back to the “tree.”  The website has to talk to grass roots organizations as well as legislatures.  

Debra—do we need a logo?  Do we have a logo?  Ken stated that the group will need to be conscious of branding.  
Peter—this group is the Association Advisory Committee—the planning document uses the overarching (larger) agency name.  Ken stated that he assumes that the AAC represents the ANSTSE as a committee and will take back what is being done to their respective organizations and get endorsement.

Dan—stated that there are some people comprising the AAC who are also part of the (larger) group.  

Ken—he and Brett  will be working on tasks flowing from this meeting.  Brett stated that they are the deciding officials.  Debra—the Association is a group of organizations and the appointees are designed to work on this project.  

Jim—this group is a ad-hoc group to get this project off of the ground.
Bill--what about incentivzing the States to respond?  Ken—we will discuss this at the next meeting.  We have identified at least 10 States and then have to put some thought to how specifically to incentivize the States to participate.

Ken stated that an approved language will be used to establish the website.  We will do screen shots for the next meeting.  There is a lot of work ahead.
· Brett --what is the timeline for starting the website?.  Ken replied that these notes will be taken back to the designers to do a development schedule, which will include review and approval of the group, beta testing, etc.  Then the next step will be to get the 10 States involved.  After today’s meeting, will send an e-mail of the changes to be made to the Plan.    Brett stated that he  has other Qs that may be considered later, esp. after the website is turned over, what the domain name will be, how maintained, resources and costs to maintain, unless some entity opts to provide in-kind donations.  Debra—any idea about the URL?  Ken—not yet. 
· Debra--What does ANSTSE use as a logo, do we need a formalized legal structure, etc? Peter—the group has to decide what it wants to be in the future and how it wants to operate.  Ken stated that a lot will depend on how/what ANSTSE decides to do moving forward once the screen shots are developed.  Debra—what about using the standards logo with the key?  Ken stated that this is an option.
Ken stated that he also needs input from the group on links from the website—do we need links to the groups represented on the website?
· Group members stated-- Yes, also link to the NHTSA’s driver’s ed page. 
Ken asked if any had specific ideas about colors, etc.  Some discussion ensued about the colors typically seen on websites.  Ken then stated that we will take a look at certain colors that are predominately in use on websites, e.g., blue, red, yellow, white.
Ken then asked the group for their perception on what happens once the project is finished, i.e., how do you envision how this moves forward and/or maintained?
· Debra stated that it wasn’t possible to answer this now as it is evolving.

· Brett—there should be a requirements for maintenance document. 
· Debra, Peter and others—not sure on how to answer. 
· Brett suggested adding this to the “parking lot” list.

Ken—any further Qs?
· Debra—when should we expect to see something?  Ken—at the next meeting in September.  There may be some e-mail to group members in between, but certainly by September.
· Debra—will the URL be registered and who will be the registered owner of the URL?  Ken--will get together with BR on how to do this between.

Jim stated that the level of discussion was very impressive and detailed.  Ken  and Brett did a great job with this meeting.  Jim said he was impressed w/what was done at this meeting.  Any parting comments from the group?
· Debra felt that the meeting went well.  Discussions were productive.  Didn’t spend much time rehashing old topics.  The AAC is becoming more viable and active w/something to put our hands around.  It is a great opportunity for driver’s ed.  

Jim stated that he hoped everyone present sees a benefit to this project and that it will produce something on tangible.
· Debra--we need to focus on reaching the people down in the States where the major activity of driver’s ed takes place.   
· Jim stated that he is keenly interested in ensuring that whatever is set up as a result of this project is able to continue after the project’s end.
· Debra asked if  NHTSA has expressed any concerns?  Jim stated that Brian (McLaughlin NHTSA’s SAA for Traffic Injury Control) wants the Association to take on the project and its outcomes themselves—this is important.  

Ken thanked  the group for their time, interest, and effort. 
Brett reminded the group that everyone must get travel expense report in ASAP—nlt than August.

Today’s meeting concluded @ approximately 3:30pm.

Summary of Next Steps

· Revise the choices for States’ responses from yes/no/incomplete/partial to yes/no/planned/partial.

· Completed Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of the June 2011 Plan.

· Do schedule for developing beta version of system to include review/approval of AAC, beta testing, etc. etc.

· Standards, Curricula, Tech Papers, Lessons Learned, Mission, Assessments—these categories will be available in data resources in a read only format in the info sharing system.

· AAC recommends eventually going public with what is in the info sharing system.

· As currently planned, States will only have access to other States’ info once they have entered their own State’s data.

· An option to allow States to enter information for other data elements to be considered—if the State uses private providers.

· Provide for up to 3 log-ins of data owners w/a detailed log-in process to allow for private and public providers and/or more than one State entity with driver’s ed responsibility.

· Provide for adding comments under selected data elements (refer to various places in above notes).

· Ten States from among the following list (VA, MN, MI, LA, TX, ,NC, OR, MT, IL, WA, and HI) will be considered for beta testing after the 1st round of testing by AAC members

· Develop and finalize plan for implementing and maintaining the system.  One suggestion:  form an ad-hoc working group in each State for this purpose.

· Screen shots of various system features will be provided to AAC at the next meeting in September.

· Features to provide for tacking changes over time w/entry history; notification with the last entry/submission as another reporting function.

· Develop process to approve who is assigned to be data owner, data access, and data resources person(s).

· Provide for a detailed report for each State and for each standard.

· Consider hyperlinks and/or hover-overs for specific terms to provide definitions.

· Add incentivizing States to respond as agenda item for September meeting.

· Add links to AAC member groups and NHTSA’s driver’s ed page to info sharing system.

· Develop plan for info sharing system maintenance.

· Register a URL and decide who will be the registered owner of the URL.
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