NHTSA Meeting w/ANSTSE on the Novice Teen Driver Info Sharing Project
Marriott Washington Dulles Hotel—Herndon, VA
September 8, 2011—11:30am – 3:30pm

In Attendance:
Allen Robinson, ADTSEA
Kevin Lewis, AAMVA
Jurek Grabowski, AAA Foundation
Troy E. Costales, GHSA
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, Consultant, Maryn Consulting


Presentation by Ken Jones:  Update on the Development of the Novice Teen Driver Ed Standards Info Sharing System.

Ken stated that the following items would be covered:
· Management of System
· Technical System Solution
· Logos
· Marketing
· Commercial Access and Usage
· Task/Time

Opening 
· Ken began by stating that the purpose of his presentation is to pick up from last ANSTSE meeting in June.
· Ken indicated that he would not address technical aspects of the info sharing system today in detail.
· Ken stated he would address the above agenda items in his presentation, however, due to the nature of issues related to managing the system—this topic would be left to the last of the presentation/discussion and moved on to the technical approach. 

Technical System Solution
· Ken noted that, DOT is approaching the management of IT using two major guiding principles:  innovation and abilities/flexibility.
· Ken reviewed the approach for the info sharing system and the major categories representing organization for the site:    about us, contact us, resources, help, NTDETS data elements, e-mail list, links.
· Within resources:  Ken stated that this category would include:  curricula, resources, standards, and definitions.  
· Within help:  Ken noted that there would be a “how to” guide, mission, etc.  At this juncture, Ken noted that Troy and others have suggested ideas for other options to include here.
· Ken stated that the NTDETS data elements defined at the last meeting will be up on the site.
· Nothing has been done w/r/t reports to date—the ANSTSE has to define how it wants the reports to work, i.e., should States have the option to give members access, etc.   Ken stated that these need to be defined.
· Ken informed the group that ANSTSE.com and ANSTSE.org have been reserved as domain names. 
· Regarding the e-mail list—Ken noted that when individuals opt to join the list, a notification will be sent automatically as to events, etc. etc.
· Jim stated that this website will be the official repository for all issues related to the standards. As such, the Association’s strategic plan would be located here.  Troy asked why the official repository for the novice teen driver standards would not be the NHTSA website.   Jim responded that as this document is the product of ANSTSE and the standards are owned by the association   Troy, Allen and others raised concerns about the perceived distance between the standards and NHTSA.  One example noted by several in the group was that standards pertaining to other critical traffic safety issues, e.g., impaired driving, reside on NHTSA’s website.   As such, this may give the perception that these standards are not as important.  One option discussed was to publish the standards in a number of websites, including on NHTSA’s.  Jim stated that the standards are currently on the NHTSA website and this could be discussed further between NHTSA and the Association.  Another option would be to give recognition to NHTSA on the home page for the Association.  Ken stated that NHTSA’s logo and those of the member organizations would be on the home page for the website.  Troy stated that it would be important to have the website show the unity of the group and NHTSA. 
· Kevin suggested moving mission to the about us category. 
· For links—Ken stated that links to the member organizations would be here.  

Technical approach—Ken stated that cloud computing would be used for the info sharing system (unless the Association wishes to use the approach of having its’ own dedicated hardware/software as a solution).  Ken reviewed cloud computing as having three components:  infrastructure, platform, and software all as a service.  Ken reviewed these characteristics at a high level.    Next, Ken reviewed the pros of using cloud computing:  scalability, self-service, standardized interfaces, and billing and service usage metering. 
  
· Ken noted that Google and Amazon are being reviewed as potential service providers for the cloud.
· A certain size of bandwidth would be used to provide access to the information sharing system—this bandwidth could be adjusted by the service provider when/if needed.  
· Some questions were raised by the group about the extent to which this solution would render the info sharing system service provider-dependent.  Ken stated that the step of having a specific site where the info system is housed would not be applicable using the cloud computing approach, as the database will” live” on the internet; and hardware/software to house the system would  be leased from the service provider.
· Ken also reviewed the system elements:  ANSTSE manages data and files stored by users; the database and applications reside in the cloud; and users interact with application stored on cloud.
· Some discussion ensued about the options between using cloud computing vs. a typical approach (i.e., dedicated hardware/software for the system). 
· Ken recommends using the cloud approach.
· Ken stated that there will not be any personal identifiers on the database, so security issues related to protecting the info sharing system would not be applicable.
· Jim raised questions about the ability of those entering the system to change information from States other than their own.  Ken noted that the individuals will be identified as to who has permission to enter/change information.  The information is by each individual State and locked for that State and we do not what the administrators to be able to revise information for States (other than their own).
· Some discussion took place about the fact that system will not have information in it when it is placed onto the internet.  Ken stated that this will be part of the marketing—to be discussed later in his presentation. 
· Some discussion ensued w/r/t indentifying the State contacts to be part of the effort for this project.  Ken noted that this will begin with the 10 target States.
· Ken noted that there is some work to do w/r/t item #10 in the task & deliverables chart (from the contract).
· Some discussion ensued as to how the info sharing system will be marketed so States will know it exists—Ken noted that these issues will be discussed and decided when marketing is addressed.
· Some discussion ensued about how info for the State providers vs. commercial providers would be addressed and if multiple entities within the State disagree as to the assessments entered into the info sharing system.  Ken noted that this was discussed during the June meeting and the option to provide multiple log-ins was identified as the solution.
· Ken noted that officially authorized individuals would be those to enter the data into the info sharing system—using secured log-ins, etc.  Jim noted that a comment section in the system could be used to address the disagreements between intra-State and/or commercial entities as to the extent to which each entity meets the standards. Comments would have to be in a separate section--to be determined.

Logos—Ken presented eight different logos to the group.  One participant expressed a preference the one that seemed to look like “steering wheel” next to the acronym ANSTSE.

· Ken asked if the group was considered changing the ANSTSE acronym.
· Troy stated that he was not in favor of spending a lot of time on developing/considering logos.  A number of participants expressed a preference for the acronym itself with a shadow around the letters representing the organization and the font as shown in the bottom right example from Ken’s presentation.


Marketing—Ken moved onto the topic of marketing and reviewed several options for the group to consider and then noted that the target States have to be identified.

· Ken stated that the following target States expressed interest in the assessment:  VA, MN, MI, LA, TX, NC, OR, MT, IL, WA, HI, and MD.  NHTSA has identified these States as interested participants.  Ken also asked how to develop the contacts list.
· Jim noted that the desire is to have success with these States—therefore the aim is to identify those States who have been interested in the standards, dong their assessment using the standards, and/or might have done their own self-assessments of compliance with the standards.
· Some discussion ensued about the extent to which specific States, e. g., VA, would be willing to cooperate by using the info sharing system to conduct their self-assessment.  Jim asked the group if the group knows who the cognizant/responsible entities are in these States.
· Ken has an actual model of what the data elements and log-on will look like but was not able to load it for viewing by the group but was able to bring it up on a laptop for Jim to view.  Ken will incorporate the suggestions from today’s meeting into the log-on screen and then e-mail the visual of what this will look like to the group.
· Jim asked the group to identify other States that might be willing to participate in the target group.   Group members suggested adding PA, NY, VT, WI, ND, and KS to the list.  Ken stated that he would send the list of possible target States to the group for review and final decisions.  Jim asked Ken what would be done once the States and individuals are identified.  Ken noted that he would prepare a basic presentation as a marketing tool for the target States and would run this e-mail by the group for final endorsement before sending it.  Jim noted that it will be important for someone to contact these States first before Ken contacts them.   The group agreed to send Ken information on additional State contacts that may be identified after today’s meeting.
· Ken suggested that the group think about what might be desired in terms of reports that individuals may want from the system.  Dan asked if anyone who wants read-only access to the system might have it—Ken stated yes but this has to be controlled.
· Jurek suggested identifying a target time frame for when the system might be opened up to all States.  Some discussion ensued about this topic w/o a specific time frame noted. 
· Kevin stated that one option might be to import the info sharing system assessment into AAMVA’s comparative data system.  Kevin also suggested modifying each statement from its’ current form to an active tense (i.e., Each State has …. Vs. Does the State have?)  and noted that AAMVA might be able to do this in the comparative data task order currently in existence. 
· Some discussion ensued about whether or not a choice of “Don’t Know” is needed.  Ken responded no.  Ken noted that the self-assessment may or may not be accurate.  Some discussion ensued about the extent to which a State’s self-assessment may have a lot of blanks—thus leading to a State asking for technical assistance to address the deficiencies in their States.

Resources--Ken asked the group to begin identifying the specific resources to be made available to the States on the info sharing website. 

· Allen asked why Ken’s project was addressing all of the various components—this seems to be well beyond what is needed.  Allen stated that links could be placed onto the website to connect to the resources that are already available thru ADTSEA. 
· Ken noted that a number of the components on the site organization are already developed/being developed.

Marketing—Ken returned to the various components of a marketing approach:  newsletter, communication to stakeholders, getting the target States on board early, identifying the appropriate contacts in the target States.

· Some discussion ensued about how to approach this:  via NHTSA Regional Administrators, via previous contacts, etc.
· Jim stated that once Ken identifies the States and individuals—he would send the e-mail to Jim, which Jim would then send to the RAs for review.
· Kevin suggested touching bases with the person @ AAMVA to have this also come from that individual to their counterparts.  
· Ken stated that he expects the group to send names of persons who will be contacted in each of the target States, beginning with those on the initial list and those on the additional States that were identified at today’s meeting.
· Jim asked if we can expect someone in the group to contact the appropriate individuals in each of the target States?  Ken stated that he would compile the list of individuals, and provide that to Jim for vetting.  
· Kevin noted that on the initial list of suggestions there was the suggestion to go to two pilot States (e.g., MD and OR) first for a beta-test.  Allen stated that he could get two or three additional States to cooperate for initial testing.  Ken asked everyone to send names of contacts from these States. 
· Ken reviewed the NHTSA disclaimer language again.  
 

Commercial Access and Usage—With regard to this topic, Ken noted that   participation is important and that there are political and incentive issues that are critical.

· Allen stated that the group is interested in Statewide information; as such, the group and the effort should not be concerned with the different assessments that might be provided by the different entities in the State.  Some discussion ensued about this concern—Ken stated that one solution could be that the State entities would physically gather together to complete the self-assessment by jointly entering the data onto the website.  Jim suggested putting some language to this effect up front on the website when individuals enter to do the States’ self-assessments.  Dan suggested adding a place where respondents would be asked if their responses accurately reflect 100% what is occurring in the State.
· Troy suggesting adding a line for public and a separate line for private incentives in the State.
· Ken asked the group to think about other information that might be captured.  Dan noted that another piece of information is whether or not there are other private and/or public entities that operate outside of the State-approved program.
· Ken returned to the management approach language and stated that as HSS handles operations for ANSTSE and as such would run the ANSTSE operations for the system once it is ready to be turned over.  Dan noted that while HSS could assume this responsibility, DETA also could assist as they had initially volunteered to do so.  Ken stated that he will communicate with Brett about how to facilitate this.  Brett asked what language will be used to develop the website.  Ken stated that he will connect with Brett this question and on how best to approach this.  
· Ken stated that he would maintain the contact listing as to who is authorized to enter the data into the info sharing system.
· Ken reviewed the contractual task milestones/deliverables table for the group and indicated that by 1/28/12 item #14 would be completed.


Next Steps—At conclusion of the meeting, Ken noted the following as next steps:

· Ken stated that he would work with the AAC to identify target States and contacts.  Members should send him their candidates as soon as possible.
· Ken indicated that by the next meeting in January 2012 he would have a beta of the info sharing system for review by the group.
· Allen asked Ken to also update the standards when he provides the beta for the group’s review in January 2012.
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