Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA), Office of Information Technology (IT), IT Development Division (MC-RID) 
Meeting Minutes
Date of Meeting: March 8, 2016, 1:30 PM – 3:00 PM
Location: 1200 New Jersey Ave SE, Washington DC 25090 
	 Discussions Areas

	  Administrative	

	Meeting Objective: The purpose of this meeting is to review the Unified Registration System (URS) Downstream and Existing Systems document at a high level with the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s (FMCSA’s) state and external partners, as well as provide a question and answer segment to address the state’s questions and concerns related to the document and potential changes to their systems. 

	Downstream and Existing Systems Discussion		

	Mr. Jeff Loftus, FMCSA URS Team Lead, began the discussion by providing introductions and asked Dr. Kelly Regal, URS Sponsor, to introduce herself. Dr. Regal mentioned that as the first phase of the URS has been launched, FMCSA has issued roughly 25,000 new USDOT Numbers.
· Jeff Loftus went through the Downstream and Existing Systems document and identified the potential changes to the systems, as well as the pertinent data elements that will be generated in URS and will be sent downstream.
· Jeff Loftus mentioned the T0041P and T0042P Performance and Registration Information Systems Management (PRISM) target files will need to be identified in a later version of the downstream and existing systems document. There will also be more detailed technical documentation (e.g. Interface Control Documents (ICD)) drafted and distributed to the state partners.  
· Some of the additional changes will include the new suite of operating authorities and the introduction of safety registration, as well as enhancements to the Safety and Fitness Electronic Records (SAFER) website and home page, changes to the Unified Carrier Registration (UCR) Query screen and results page, and the updates to the SAFER and UCR transaction sets.
· Jeff Loftus referenced the changes to the BOC-3 and Insurance forms to remove the docket number (i.e. MC/MX/FF numbers) references, as well as the USDOT Number being the sole identifier moving forward. 

	Question and Answer Session

	· Question: John Singletary asked if they will still be using the Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS) as the primary source to identify the registration status for carriers. 
· Answer: URS will be the primary source for that information. If you have portal credentials as an enforcement user role built in the system, you will have access to URS to view the relevant registration information. 

· Question: A state representative mentioned they currently transmit data from SAFER to other systems via File Transfer Protocol (FTP) and asked if that will be the method of transporting data moving forward. John Kasteel, Nebraska, mentioned that their understanding is there is a project underway for SAFER/CVIEW systems to move to the Amazon cloud, and that process would involve a Secure File Transfer Protocol (SFTP) connection to download and upload data to the cloud, as opposed to the FTP. Another individual mentioned they believed there was a federal mandate to use the SFTP connection. 
· Answer: FMCSA IT team took the action and reached out to the necessary individuals to determine if the approach to transmit data from SAFER to other systems will be via FTP or SFTP.  The team confirmed that SFTP will be used.

· Question: Paul Bernander, IRP Manager of Wisconsin, has been talking with Jay Sween, Wisconsin DOT, and they have interest regarding the T0031 and T0032 data sets that utilize docket numbers. They have docket numbers tightly integrated within their systems, and would like insight into how that will look so they can rebuild their systems. In addition, for example, if the Entity is for-hire, they need to develop their systems to reflect the different authority types and convey the authorities across their systems. 
· Answer: There are a new suite of operating authority types and the addition of safety registration, modifying your systems to reflect these new registrations and associated status will certainly require work on the states’ systems. In response, Paul B. is hoping they can have this finalized by the end of April so they can initiate their own project to modify their systems accordingly in time for September 30, 2016.

· Question: Tim Hayes, PRISM Team, inquired about the safety registration status, and if that correlates to other status fields. They currently have a “regular status” they use that reflects ‘Active,’ ‘Pending,’ and ‘Inactive.’ If the status in ‘Inactive,’ they stop registration and the carrier would have to work with FMCSA to restore their status to ‘Active.’
· Answer: Jeff Loftus noted that this process will continue to be supported.  He mentioned that FMCSA is implementing the safety registration element of MAP-21 on September 30, the USDOT number will be the sole unique identifier, and the underlying safety and operating authority registrations will dictate the status of the USDOT number for the FMCSA field staff and downstream system state and industry users. If a carrier does not file their biennial update on time, FMCSA will suspend their safety registration and inactivate their USDOT number. However, if they have both safety and operating authority registration, URS would leave the operating authority registration alone and not revoke or suspend that particular registration in this instance. The Entity’s safety registration would be suspended and the USDOT number would be inactivated and the regulatory requirement would not allow the carrier provide transportation in interstate commerce.

· Question: An individual asked if there would be a scenario when a URS status denies the state to grant registration, but the USDOT number is still active. 
· Answer: Jeff Loftus mentioned that at a high level, probably not, but that those are some of the nuances FMCSA and the state partners need to discuss in more detail and resolve so there is no inadvertent denial of registration. 

· Question: Punita Choxi, Delaware, asked if the Safety Registration status should be optional or mandatory in the data transaction sets. 
· Answer: Jeff Loftus noted in the footnotes of the document that the terms “mandatory” and “optional” are defined and have non-conventional technical data exchange contexts.  (“Mandatory” means that a data element must be present or the data exchange fails.  An example of such a data element is the USDOT number.  “Optional” means that if the data element is present it is sent and if it is not or not relevant to a type of entity it is not sent; either way the transaction proceeds).  An example of why the safety registration data element should be optional is the fact that there are interstate carriers who operate non-commercial vehicles (under 10,000lbs) and brokers that are not subject to safety registration but are subject to operating authority registration.  If the entity does require safety registration, the data record will still be conveyed to the downstream systems with that field blank.
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