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Technical Approach Carrier Perspective State Perspective Federal Perspective EDI Many carriers (& their software suppliers) have used EDI for decades to interface to customers & suppliers.  Proven standards & guides exist. EDI is new to most state credentialing agencies. Need to invest in translators and know- how. EDI standards & implementation guides have been developed. EDI has been deployed in several states. FMCSA must support EDI standards & guides maintenance. XML Will avoid the cost of an EDI translator so it may be cheaper. Not all necessary standards and implementation  guides exist. “Hot” new technology may be wave of the future, or may not live up to promise. Will avoid the cost of an EDI translator so it may be cheaper. Not all necessary standards and implementation guides  exist.  “Hot” new technology may be wave of the future, or may not live up to promise. FMCSA must provide (or at least facilitate) XML interface standards development and maintenance.

With either EDI or XML:

• Developers need to map data from the legacy format to the interface, and back again.

• All data users need to be able to interpret data coding in a standard way. (e.g., do we

abbreviate Quebec as QC or PQ?)
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Executive Summary
The Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Electronic Credentialing Preferences Survey was intended to help determine stakeholder preferences for deployment of electronic credentialing capabilities.  In particular, the information will be used to help formulate priorities and architectural guidelines in the CVISN Program. 

The primary, underlying question to be answered by the survey was:  “Is there a market/need for a computer-to-computer interface between motor carriers and states to support e-credentialing?  Or, would a person-to-computer interface provided via a state-operated World Wide Web (Web)-site meet motor carrier requirements for e-credentialing?”  

If the answer to the primary question was “Yes, there is a market/need for computer-computer interface”, then there was a secondary question:  “What technology should be used for the computer-to-computer interface?  In particular, should it be American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Accredited Standards Committee (ASC) X12 Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), Extended Markup Language (XML), an ad hoc flat file, a combination or something else?”

The survey consisted of separate questionnaires for four types of stakeholders.  The interviewee population comprised the following:

· States - 11 states with largest number of International Registration Plan (IRP)-registered vehicles in 1998 and 5 pilot / prototype CVISN states

· Fleet Management System (FMS) Vendors - 10 large FMS vendors 

· Motor Carriers - 9 carriers from Transport Topic's 1998 ranking of 25 largest trucking companies

· Service Bureaus - 9 service bureaus of various sizes

Answers to Key Questions
The interviewed large motor carriers' answer to the key question was that there is a need for a computer-to-computer interface between carriers and the states to support e-credentialing; a state-operated Web site is inadequate.  

Even if a Web site existed for each state with which you do business, would you or would you not prefer to use computer-to-computer interfaces for credentialing. 

	
	# Carriers

	Yes
	6

	Yes, with Caveat
	2

	Would Use Both
	1

	No
	0


Large Carriers Preference for Web Site vs. Computer-Computer Interface

As expected, the survey reinforced the view that some users would find a state-provided Web site attractive.

Suppose that a state provided a Web site that would allow you to enter all of your business and vehicle information on a form.  The information could then be transmitted directly to the appropriate agencies via the Web.  Would you use a state-provided Web site to submit transactions to apply for credentials?
	
	Carriers
	Service Bureaus

	Yes
	2
	9

	Yes, with caveat
	4
	0

	No
	3
	0


Large Carrier and Service Bureau Interest in Using State Credentialing Web Site

As to the secondary question, there was no consensus regarding what technology should be used for the computer-to-computer interface.  Some stakeholders were already invested in ANSI X12 EDI.  Some were interested in XML, but were concerned about the immaturity of that technology.  Some were happy with the methods they are currently using, particularly those carriers or service bureaus that have direct access to a state's credentialing system.  

Findings
This section summarizes the responses of the survey participants. 

· State-provided credentialing Web site

· Most states surveyed see a need for a Web site.

· Some large carriers surveyed and most service bureaus surveyed would use a Web site.


· Computer-to-computer e-credentialing interface

· Most states surveyed see a need for a computer-to-computer interface.

· Most large carriers surveyed would prefer a computer-to-computer interface.


· Computer-to-computer data formats (X12 EDI vs. XML)
· X12 EDI is preferred today among Commercial Vehicle Operations (CVO) stakeholders surveyed.
· CVO stakeholders surveyed are not as familiar or comfortable with XML, but they are beginning to explore it as an alternative to X12 EDI.

· Perception of carrier needs and preferences
· Most states surveyed and many software vendors surveyed believe larger carriers would prefer a computer-to-computer interface and smaller carriers would prefer a Web site.

· Carrier perspectives
· Most large carriers surveyed rely on their own vehicle database.
· Many large carriers surveyed are interested in an integrated database or sharing their data with the state.
· Many large carriers surveyed deal with more than one state as an IRP base state.
· E-credentialing software development
· Most software vendors surveyed would consider adding e-credentialing to their product.
· FMS software vendors surveyed were not strongly supportive of developing the capability at their own expense.

· Standards
· Agreement among states and vendors surveyed that standards are needed.
· Feeling among states surveyed that the individual jurisdictions will not be able to agree on standard business processes.

· Some states surveyed interested in participating in a working group to develop more uniform business processes; most states surveyed have previously participated in such groups.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Document Overview

This document constitutes the report on the results of the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Electronic Credentialing Preferences Survey, which was conducted by the Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory (JHU/APL), in association with Mitretek Systems, under contract to the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA).

The survey was intended to help determine stakeholder preferences for deployment of electronic credentialing capabilities, by collecting information to help formulate priorities and architectural guidelines in the CVISN Program.

The primary, underlying question to be answered by the survey was:  “Is there a market/need for a computer-to-computer interface between motor carriers and states to support e-credentialing.  Or, would a person-to-computer interface provided via a state-operated Web-site meet motor carrier requirements for e-credentialing.”  

If the answer to the primary question was “Yes, there is a market/need for computer-computer interface”, then there was a secondary question:  “What technology should be used for the computer-to-computer interface.  In particular, should it be ANSI X12 EDI, XML, an ad hoc flat file, a combination or something else?”
The key elements of the document are: 

· Summary of answers to key survey questions

· Recommendations regarding CVISN architectural guidelines

A detailed report of the survey answers, sanitized to protect the privacy of respondents, is included as Appendix A.  Copies of the survey background material and the survey forms are also provided as Appendices B - H.

Those who review this document are encouraged to provide comments to JHU/APL.

1.2 Survey Introduction

The Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Electronic Credentialing Preferences Survey was intended to help determine stakeholder preferences for deployment of electronic credentialing capabilities.  In particular, the information will be used to help formulate priorities and architectural guidelines in the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Program. 

The survey consisted of separate questionnaires for four types of stakeholders:

· States

· Fleet Management System (FMS) Vendors

· Motor Carriers

· Service Bureaus

There was also a one-page questionnaire for each interviewee to collect their address, position and other background information.

A background slide presentation was provided that described terminology and concepts related to e-credentialing.

1.3 Survey Purpose

Extremely rapid changes have taken place in electronic commerce technology in the past few years.  This survey sought additional data to determine if there is a need to adjust the CVISN architecture to respond to these technological changes.  The current CVISN architecture specifies the use of ANSI X12 EDI for a computer-to-computer interface.  EDI standards now exist for e-credentialing and the technology has been demonstrated in several states.  However, EDI requires a significant investment to install and maintain.  Electronic commerce in many industries is migrating to Web-site-based solutions, and Web-related technologies are maturing.  Web-based capabilities potentially offer reduced cost.  Emerging technologies and techniques provide promise for more flexible and more affordable solutions for a range of needs.  One emerging technology with great potential is XML, a data tagging technique that is expanding use of the Web in several industries.  However, there are currently no specific standards for using XML to support electronic credentialing.  So we are now in a situation with multiple options for CVISN electronic credentialing deployment, each with strengths and weaknesses.  This survey was intended to help sort out these options.

This survey focussed on the larger carrier because that is where the primary issue lies.  There is general agreement that smaller carriers will prefer to use e-credentialing Web sites as states begin to offer them.  Only larger carriers are likely to see value in the additional investment required to have a computer-to-computer interface based on ANSI X.12 EDI or XML standard interfaces for e-credentialing.  Web-based processing is more affordable for small and medium carriers having a low volume of infrequent transactions.

The vendor, service bureau, and motor carrier information collected by this survey will be held as proprietary information unless the provider provides written permission for other usage.  The results will only be reported in aggregate as general comments and statistics and not attributed to specific companies.

1.4 Survey Process

The plan was to interview approximately 10-each of states, FMS software vendors, motor carriers and motor carrier service bureaus.  The eleven states with the largest number of interstate commercial vehicle registrations were selected for interviewing, plus five prototype / pilot states.  Nine motor carriers, selected from Transport Topic’s 1998 ranking of 25 largest trucking companies, were interviewed.  Ten of the largest FMS vendors were chosen.  Nine service bureaus of various sizes, mostly referred by the International Trucking Consultants, were selected.  

The survey process proceeded as follows:

· An initial phone call was made to request participation and obtain an e-mail address. 

· An e-mail package of the background material and questionnaire was sent to the interviewee.

· A follow-up phone call was made to schedule a time for a phone interview.

· The interviewees were requested to look through the background presentation to become familiar with e-credentialing terms used in the survey and to quickly review the questions.  They were not asked to actually complete the survey.  However, they were requested to invite any additional people necessary to answer the questions to the phone interview.

· The interviews were conducted over the phone and took between 30 minutes and two hours each.  The interviewer began by quickly reviewing the background presentation and answering any general questions the interviewee had.

· The interviewer filled out the questionnaire form as the interview proceeded.

· Some of the questions required quantitative data.  The interviewer requested that this data be gathered and e-mailed or faxed later.  If possible, the quantitative data (e.g., number of carriers and vehicles) was filled in off-line by referring to reports rather than just estimated.

· In a few cases the interview was conducted in more than one session, with multiple participants to get the benefit of knowledge in different areas of expertise. 

About two-thirds of the interviews were conducted by one JHU/APL staff member.  The remainder of the interviews involved a conference call that included one Mitretek Systems staff member as well.
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2. Organization Characteristics 

2.1 States

2.1.1 Selection Method

We interviewed the 11 states with the greatest number of IRP power unit registrations, based on 1998 annual IRP audit results.  We also interviewed five of the CVISN pilot / prototype states: Maryland, Virginia, Kentucky, Minnesota, and Washington.

Table 2–1.  1998 Annual IRP Audit Results


[image: image3.wmf]Jurisdiction



IRP 

Registrants

% of Total

IRP Registrants

Power Units



% of Total

Power Units

Illinois

26,515

8.8%

174,192

9.9%

Oklahoma

14,881

4.9%

162,632

9.3%

Tennessee

9,704

3.2%

79,318

4.5%

Florida

13,620

4.5%

76,520

4.4%

Ohio

16,288

5.4%

75,176

4.3%

Texas

10,917

3.6%

70,661

4.0%

Indiana

9,213

3.0%

69,109

3.9%

North Carolina

10,191

3.4%

66,850

3.8%

Pennsylvania

17,374

5.7%

63,421

3.6%

New Jersey

18,676

6.2%

57,114

3.3%

California

7,007

2.3%

56,225

3.2%


2.1.2 CVO Statistics

States were asked to supply the following commercial vehicle operations statistics for the state. By ‘commercial vehicles’, we mean power units over 26,000 pounds.
Table 2–2.  Average CV Registrations and Revenue for Large States

	
	Large State Average

	Registered interstate CVs based in state
	99,427

	Registered intrastate CVs located in state
	308,677

	Revenue from CV registration fees
	$126,094,046

	Revenue from CV fuel taxes
	$77,999,089

	Number of licensed commercial drivers
	300,659


The response rate for these questions was 8-9 states.

Table 2–3.  Average CV Registrations and Revenue for Pilot / Prototype States

	
	Pilot / Prototype State Average

	Registered interstate CVs based in state
	        28,927 

	Registered intrastate CVs located in state
	      195,673 

	Revenue from CV registration fees
	$53,899,926

	Revenue from CV fuel taxes
	$80,780,115

	Number of licensed commercial drivers
	      178,383 


The response rate for these questions was 5 states, except that only 3 states provided the number of licensed commercial drivers.

2.1.3  Customer Profile: Carrier Size

States were asked to characterize their carrier customers in terms of number of vehicles.  If possible, they were to base this on reports from their registration systems and to use the detailed categories used by the FMCSA Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS).

Table 2–4.  Carrier Profile For Four Large States

	No. of Power Units
	Average Number of Carriers
	Percentage of Total Carriers
	Cumulative Percentage
	Average Number of Vehicles
	Percentage of Total Vehicles
	Cumulative Percentage

	1
	7398
	52.29%
	52.29%
	7398
	7.02%
	7.02%

	2-3
	3789
	26.78%
	79.07%
	6465
	6.13%
	13.15%

	4-6
	1261
	8.91%
	87.98%
	6018
	5.71%
	18.86%

	7-8
	343
	2.42%
	90.41%
	2559
	2.43%
	21.29%

	9-11
	343
	2.42%
	92.83%
	3385
	3.21%
	24.50%

	12-14
	190
	1.34%
	94.17%
	2426
	2.30%
	26.80%

	15-17
	152
	1.07%
	95.24%
	2370
	2.25%
	29.05%

	18-20
	126
	0.89%
	96.14%
	2438
	2.31%
	31.36%

	21-23
	46
	0.33%
	96.46%
	1016
	0.96%
	32.32%

	24-28
	86
	0.61%
	97.07%
	2219
	2.10%
	34.43%

	29-32
	55
	0.39%
	97.46%
	1671
	1.58%
	36.01%

	33-38
	50
	0.35%
	97.82%
	1769
	1.68%
	37.69%

	39-44
	43
	0.31%
	98.12%
	1822
	1.73%
	39.42%

	45-55
	70
	0.49%
	98.61%
	3310
	3.14%
	42.56%

	56-75
	51
	0.36%
	98.97%
	3560
	3.38%
	45.94%

	76-100
	40
	0.28%
	99.25%
	3105
	2.95%
	48.88%

	101-200
	51
	0.36%
	99.61%
	8266
	7.84%
	56.72%

	201-300
	17
	0.12%
	99.73%
	4711
	4.47%
	61.19%

	301-400
	11
	0.08%
	99.81%
	3900
	3.70%
	64.89%

	401-550
	9
	0.06%
	99.87%
	3918
	3.72%
	68.61%

	551-999
	9
	0.06%
	99.94%
	7168
	6.80%
	75.41%

	1000-2000
	5
	0.04%
	99.97%
	7990
	7.58%
	82.99%

	2001-3000
	1
	0.01%
	99.98%
	3153
	2.99%
	85.98%

	3001-4000
	1
	0.01%
	99.99%
	4627
	4.39%
	90.37%

	4001-5000
	0
	0.00%
	99.99%
	0
	0.00%
	90.37%

	Over 5000
	1
	0.01%
	100.00%
	10152
	9.63%
	100.00%

	Total
	14148
	100.00%
	
	105413
	100.00%
	


For the 11 largest states, only four states were able to provide complete information according to the detailed categories used by MCMIS; the results are shown in Table 4.  Note that while 79% of the states' carrier customers have 1-3 vehicles, this accounts for only 13% of the total number of vehicles.  The largest category, over 5000 vehicles, represents 9.6% of the vehicles but only .01 % of customers.

2.2 Vendors

Ten fleet management system vendors were selected from contacts made at the 1999 ATA convention and/or from listings in trade magazines.  Because the vendors were guaranteed anonymity, their names will not be listed here.

2.2.1 Customer Profile

The vendors were asked to provide the numbers of interstate and intrastate customers and in how many states their customers are located.  They were also asked to characterize their customer size in terms of number of vehicles.

Table 2–5.  Vendors' Carrier Customer Profile

	
	Interstate

Customers
	Intrastate

Customers
	Number of

States
	Number of Vehicles

Per Customer

	Average
	3947
	4
	50
	100-200

	Least
	6
	0
	40
	1

	Most
	11000
	20
	50
	> 5000


The vendors interviewed tended to have a large customer base for their products.  Their customers tended not to be the owner-operators (1-3 vehicles), but rather carriers with an average of 100-200 trucks.

2.3 Carriers

Nine motor carriers, selected from Transport Topic's 1998 ranking of 25 largest trucking companies (Table 6), were interviewed.  Because the carriers were guaranteed anonymity, they will not be identified here.

2.3.1 Fleet Profile

Carriers were asked how many interstate and how many intrastate vehicles they operate.  They were also asked the number of states in which they operate, the approximate annual revenue, and their Information Systems (IS) department size.

Table 2–6.   Fleet Profile

	
	Interstate

Vehicles
	Intrastate

Vehicles
	Number of

States
	Annual Revenue
	IS Dept. Size

	Average
	33,126
	
	50
	$1-3 billion
	100-300

	Least
	13,250
	0
	48
	Under $1B
	< 20

	Most
	62,500
	67,500
	50
	Over $25B
	Over 1K


Because only five carriers had intrastate fleets, an average number is not given in that category.

Two carriers surveyed operated in all states.  Six also operated in Canada, while three operated in Mexico.  Five carriers also had intrastate-registered vehicles.  Six carriers had multiple base states, as indicated in the tables below.

Table 2–7.  Fleets Based in Multiple States

	
	One State
	2 - 3 States
	All States

	# Carriers
	3
	4
	2


Table 2–8.  IRP Base States

	STATES
	# Carriers with Fleets Based in State

	Illinois
	6

	Oklahoma
	4

	Oregon
	3

	North Carolina
	3

	Virginia
	3

	Maryland
	3

	Wisconsin
	3

	Nebraska
	3

	All other states
	2


2.3.2 Vehicle Inventory Database

Carriers were asked "Do you rely on the state or own your own system for maintaining vehicle inventory data?"
Table 2–9.  Vehicle Inventory Database

	
	Carrier

Totals

	State
	0

	Own System
	9


Unanimously, the carriers stated that they rely on their own databases.  Reasons cited were checks and balances, especially on data elements subject to data entry error, such as the VIN, so that they are confident that when the data is entered into their mainframe, it is correct. 

Carriers were asked whether they see a benefit in an integrated database.  By an 'integrated' database, we mean both the state and the carrier relying on the same vehicle database for credentialing.
Table 2–10.  Vehicle Inventory Database

	
	Carrier

Totals

	Yes
	3

	No
	1

	Other Response
	3

	Noncommittal
	2


Most carriers were interested in either an integrated database or in sharing data with the state.

2.3.3 Current Methods for Submitting Credential Applications

The nine carriers were asked how they submit applications for credentials now, whether they have to enter data redundantly, and what they see as the weaknesses in the current methods.

Table 2–11.  Current Methods for Submitting Credential Applications

	Method
	Number of Respondents

	In-Person
	2

	Mail - paper
	5

	Mail - magnetic tape
	2

	Fax
	3

	Electronic File Transfer
	2

	E-Mail
	2

	Service Provider
	1

	Direct Access
	1

	Web Site
	1


Most carriers noted that current methods require them to enter data redundantly.  The main weakness noted in the current methods is the susceptibility to data entry error.  One carrier noted that the worst problem is having to re-enter the VIN.  Timeliness is also a problem.  For example, the carrier may need to submit the renewal application two-three months ahead of the deadline, to be confident of obtaining credentials on time.  However, vehicles may go out of service during that time, then the carrier must apply for refunds.

Several carriers were pleased with the current methods they use with certain states.  In one case, the carrier has a terminal with direct access to the state systems, and is able to submit transactions just like a state employee.  Several carriers have implemented a flat file transfer procedure with a state.

2.4 Service Bureaus

Nine service bureaus of various sizes were interviewed.  Because the service bureaus were guaranteed anonymity, their names will not be listed here.

2.4.1 Customer Profile

Service Bureaus were asked the number of motor carrier customers, in how many different states their customers are located, and the size of the carriers in terms of number of vehicles.  They were also asked their approximate annual revenue.

Table 2–12.  Service Bureau Summary Profile

	
	Number Customers
	Number of

States Customers Located
	Average Number Vehicles per Customer
	Annual Revenue

	Average
	1135
	19
	25
	$2.1M

	Median
	156
	12
	1-3
	$225K

	Least
	15
	4
	1
	$4K

	Most
	6000
	48
	100-400
	$16M


The averages depicted in this table are somewhat misleading, as the size of the service bureaus varied greatly; two were large, two mid-size, and five small.  Therefore, the detailed table is shown here as well.

Table 2–13.  Detailed Service Bureau Profile

	
	Numbers Customers
	Number States Customers Located
	# Vehicles per Customer
	Average # of Vehicles per Customer
	Range of # Vehicles per Customer
	Approx. Annual Revenue

	Service Bureau A
	15
	6
	93% 2-6
	2-6
	2-11
	$4,000

	Service Bureau B
	75
	15
	83% 1-6
	1
	1-17
	$50,000 

	Service Bureau C
	118
	7
	86% 1-6
	1
	1-100
	$225,000 

	Service Bureau D
	147
	28
	94% 1-6
	1
	1-28
	       $158,000

	Service Bureau E
	156
	6
	68% 1-6
	1
	1-75
	       $325,000

 

	Service Bureau F
	400
	4
	87% 1-6
	1-3
	1-200
	$400,000 



	Service Bureau G
	500
	12
	most 1-10
	1-10
	1-100
	 $150,000

 

	Service Bureau H
	2800
	48
	
	aver. 100-401
	1-5000
	$2,000,000

 

	Service Bureau I
	6000
	48
	
	aver.   12-15
	1-550
	 $16,000,000

 


2.5 Comparisons of Several Stakeholder Types

2.5.1 Number of credentialing transactions processed annually

States, carriers, and service bureaus were asked how many credentialing transactions of each type they process annually.

Table 2–14.  Average Number of Credentials Processed Annually, by Stake Holder Type

	
	Average Annual Number of Credentials

	Transaction Type
	Large States
	Pilot States
	Carriers
	Service Bureaus

	IRP Renewal
	26,660
	6,960
	558
	3,888

	IRP Supplemental
	22,689
	7,555
	617
	222

	IRP Trip Permit
	18,412
	3,924
	
	

	IFTA Registration
	9,523
	3,429
	390
	192

	IFTA Tax Filing
	35,408
	10,451
	159
	470

	IFTA Trip Permit
	
	
	
	

	OS/OW Permits
	252,645
	113,759
	745
	

	Intrastate Registration
	1,041,899
	
	10,011
	780

	Vehicle Title
	
	
	4,028
	

	HAZMAT
	
	743,710
	
	

	Other-SSRS & Intra For-Hire
	
	
	
	

	Other - IRP Initial
	
	
	
	


Averages are shown for those credentials for which a majority of the stakeholders responded (at least 6 large states, 3 pilot/prototype states, 5 carriers, and 6 service bureaus). 
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3. Electronic Credentialing Plans / Preferences

3.1 States

3.1.1 Plans for E-Credentialing

The sixteen states were asked whether they currently offer or plan to offer electronic credentialing via a Web site or a computer-to-computer interface within the next three years.

Table 3–1.  States Planning to Offer E-Credentialing

	
	Number Planning to Offer 

E-Credentialing

- Large States
	Number Planning to Offer 

E-Credentialing

- Pilot States

	Yes
	11
	5

	No
	
	

	Other Response
	
	


The answer was unanimous.

The states were then asked for which credentials they would offer e-credentialing, and what method(s) did they intend to use.

Table 3–2.  Credential Types and Implementation Method

	
	# Respondents

	Transaction Type
	Web Site
	Computer to Computer

EDI                   XML

	IRP Renewal
	13
	8
	1

	IRP Supplemental
	13
	8
	1

	IRP Trip Permit
	10
	5
	0

	IFTA Registration
	11
	6
	1

	IFTA Tax Filing
	12
	6
	1

	OS/OW Permits
	12
	3
	0  

	Intrastate Registration
	10
	3
	1

	Vehicle Title
	5
	2
	0

	HAZMAT
	4
	1
	1

	Other-SSRS
	2
	1
	1


This table is somewhat hard to interpret, because some states have not yet selected the method or are not sure they would be able to implement both person-computer and computer-computer.  The following three tables provide a better picture of state plans.

Table 3–3.  States' Plans to Implement Web Site vs. Computer-Computer Interface

	
	Both - Definitely
	Maybe Both
	Only Web
	Only Computer-Computer

	Large
	3
	6
	1
	1

	Pilots
	2
	1
	2
	


This reflects the states' plans for meeting CVISN Level 1 requirements (IRP and IFTA).  As shown in table 3-3, many states also plan to implement e-credentialing for other credentials, notably OS/OW permits, intrastate registration, and vehicle titling.  The large state that indicated they would implement only the Web site also noted that this was subject to change, pending the completion of their business plan.  The state that said they would implement only a computer-to-computer interface is providing software with a GUI interface free of charge to all their customers.  Reasons given for 'maybe both' include question of funding, findings of the business plan, and pending results of motor carrier customer survey.

Table 3–4.  States' Schedule for Implementing Web Site vs. Computer-Computer Interface

	
	Web First
	Web Only
	Computer- Computer First
	Computer- Computer Only

	Large States
	5
	1
	4
	1

	Pilot / Prototype States
	
	2
	3
	


Table 3–5.  Planned Data Format for Computer-Computer Interface

	
	EDI
	XML
	Undecided

	Large States
	5
	1
	4

	Pilot / Prototype States
	2
	1
	


These responses indicate an interest in exploring the use of XML. As noted previously, several states were not far enough along in the process to decide on the data format.  The large state indicating an XML preference said they would implement EDI if XML is not included in the CVISN architecture; their answer assumes that XML becomes a standard within their development timeframe.  The pilot state indicating an XML preference said they would consider implementing both EDI and XML.
3.1.2 States' Carrier Customer Preferences

States were asked these questions: Do you think that the larger carriers in your state have different credentialing needs than the smaller carriers? Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided Web site for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface?
Table 3–6.  State Perception of Carrier Preferences for E-Credentialing Method

	
	Yes, different.                Large carriers prefer c-c;  small prefer Web,                  if anything
	Yes, different. Large carriers would use both
	No.            Both groups would prefer Web
	No.               Both groups would prefer  computer-computer

	Large States
	 NJ, TN, NC, GA, PA, CA, IL
	FL, OH
	TX
	OK

	Pilot/ Prototype States
	MN, KY
	MD
	VA, WA
	(


Several states were skeptical that small carriers would use any computer option offered. Oklahoma provides free software, with a graphical user interface (GUI), that the user downloads to their own computer.  The data is transmitted via a modem, so a Value Added Network (VAN) is not required.  On the other hand, Washington believed that a Web site was preferred by both their carrier and service bureau customers.  Reasons included greater accessibility and platform independence.

3.2 Vendors

3.2.1 Customer Interest

The ten vendors were asked the question: What types of electronic credentialing transactions do you think your customer base would like to have supported by your products?
Table 3–7.  Vendor Perception of Customer Interest

	Transaction Type
	Number Respondents

	IRP Renewal
	8

	IRP Supplemental
	8

	IRP Trip Permit
	9

	IFTA Registration
	8

	IFTA Tax Filing
	10

	OS/OW Permits
	9

	Intrastate Registration
	7

	Vehicle Title
	7

	HAZMAT
	9

	Other-SSRS 
	1


Vendors were asked the question: Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided Web site (being planned by many states) for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface?
Table 3–8.  Vendor Perception of Carrier Preferences for E-Credentialing Method

	
	Yes/Agree
	No/Disagree
	Other

	FMS Vendors
	6
	1
	3


Some of the 'other' responses included a feeling that preference depended on the level of sophistication, not the size of the carrier, and concern that carriers with home-grown systems may not want to undertake the expense of a computer-computer interface.

3.2.2 Development Plans

Vendors were asked whether they would consider adding a capability to support electronic credentialing to their product in the next 1-2 years.

Table 3–9.  Vendor Plans to Develop E-Credentialing Product

	
	Yes
	Other
	No

	FMS Vendors
	8
	1
	1


The vendor with the negative response indicated that they would not develop a capability until states have implemented the interface and there is a standard.  Those vendors with a positive response also stated that they would react to what the states developed and to what the customers requested.

Vendors were asked if they would be interested in developing an e-credentialing capability for their product at their own expense as part of a partnership effort with a few states and motor carriers.

Table 3–10.  Vendor Interest in Partnership Development

	
	Yes
	Perhaps
	No

	FMS Vendors
	3
	4
	3


For those who answered 'perhaps', the primary concerns were obtaining state support and cooperation and establishing customer need.  Those who said 'no' believe there is no customer demand and/or too high a cost.  Those who said 'yes' believe that customers need such a service, even if they have not yet recognized the need.

Vendors were asked the question: As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement a computer-to-computer e-credentialing capability as part of your product?

Table 3–11.  Vendor Estimate of Effort for E-Credentialing Product

	Cost Range
	Total

	< 0.5 staff year
	2

	0.5 - 2 staff years
	5

	2 - 5 staff years
	1

	> 5 staff-years
	1


Vendors were asked the question: As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement the capability to read a computer database update message e-credentialing capability as part of your product?
Table 3–12.  Vendor Estimate of Effort for Reading Database Update Message

	Cost Range
	Total

	< 0.5 staff year
	6

	0.5 - 2 staff years
	2

	2 - 5 staff years
	1

	> 5 staff-years
	


The caveat added by those that estimated the cost as <0.5 staff year was the assumption that there would be one standard interface and file format. 

3.3 Service Bureaus

3.3.1 Web Site for E-Credentialing

The nine surveyed service bureaus were asked if they plan to provide a Web site for their customers to access their services via the World Wide Web.

Table 3–13.  Service Bureau Plans to Provide Customer Web Site

	
	Number of Respondents

	Yes, for credentialing
	1

	Yes, for advertising
	6

	Other Response
	2


Only one service provider interviewed is seriously considering providing a credentialing capability.

3.4 Comparisons of Several Stakeholder Types 

3.4.1 State-Provided Web Site

The nine carriers and nine service bureaus surveyed were asked the question: Suppose that a state provided a Web site that would allow you to enter all of your business and vehicle information on a form.  The information could then be transmitted directly to the appropriate agencies via the Web.  Would you use a state-provided Web site to submit transactions to apply for credentials?
Table 3–14.  Carrier and Service Bureau Interest in Using State Credentialing Web Site

	
	Carriers
	Service Bureaus

	Yes
	2
	9

	Yes, with caveat
	4
	0

	No
	3
	0


The service bureaus were unanimous in their interest in using a state-provided Web site for credentialing.  However, only two carriers were enthusiastic about a Web site.  Caveats included Web security issues, requirement that there be no user transaction fees, and concern about ease of handling large transactions.  Carriers were also interested in an electric funds transfer (EFT) and permanent credentialing, and paperless credentialing capabilities.  Negative responses included the beliefs that the Web site would require redundant data entry and that a Web site method would be a step backwards from the carrier's current method (direct access).

The following table indicates for which credentials the stakeholder would use a state-provided Web site.

Table 3–15.  Carrier and Service Bureau Interest in Using State Web Site, by Transaction Type

	Transaction Type
	# Carriers Interested
	# Service Bureaus Interested

	IRP Renewal
	5
	8

	IRP Supplemental
	5
	8

	IRP Trip Permit
	3
	7

	IFTA Registration
	5
	8

	IFTA Tax Filing
	4
	7

	OS/OW Permits
	3
	7

	Intrastate Registration
	5
	7

	Vehicle Title
	4
	5

	HAZMAT
	5
	6


3.4.2 Computer-Computer Preference

Carriers and service bureaus were asked the questions: Even if a Web site existed for each state with which you do business, would you or would you not prefer to use computer-to-computer interfaces for credentialing.  What are the benefits? What are the barriers?
Table 3–16.  Web Site vs. Computer-Computer Preference

	
	# Carriers
	# Service Bureaus

	Yes
	6
	0

	Yes, with Caveat
	2
	6

	Would Use Both
	1
	0

	No
	0
	3


Service bureaus' caveats included if there were no cost or low cost to users, if there were a standard approach for all states, and if the capability included most credential transaction types. Carriers' caveats were similar, including if the implementation cost were low, if the state does not impose transaction fees, if multiple states support the interface, and if sufficient capability were offered (in terms of credential delivery).  Basically, the responses to this and the previous two questions indicate a greater acceptance of the Web site by service bureaus than by large carriers.
3.4.3 Hybrid Option

This question was posed to all stakeholder types: There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a Web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system.  What do you think of this approach?

Table 3–17.  Stakeholder Opinion of Hybrid Option

	
	States
	Vendors
	Carriers
	Service Bureaus
	Totals

	Favorable
	11
	7
	5
	7
	30

	Unfavorable
	5
	3
	4
	1
	13


Some comments included that if the state were establishing a computer-computer interface to the carrier, then why not transfer batch data in both directions.  The issue of the need for a standard file format was a concern.  Some saw this as an interim strategy.
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4. Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards

4.1 States

4.1.1 General Comments on Business Process Standards

States were asked: One of the potential barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software (using a computer-to-computer interface) is that business processes vary from state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement?  Please comment.

In general, states felt that business process standards were desirable, but not possible.  Comments included: 

"While it may be desirable to have uniform requirements, each state is governed by separate legislative processes.  To limit options for the sake of uniformity and limit the options available to individual states would not and could not be accomplished."

"Every state has their own dynasty.  It would be hard to achieve uniformity."

"As long as we have state legislatures and different interest groups, uniformity is not likely."
States were asked: Would your state be willing to participate in a working group to develop more uniform processes?  What barriers do you see to the success of such a group?  What suggestions do you have for structuring the group(s)?  Please comment.

Table 4–1.  Interest in Participating in Working Group on Uniform Business Processes

	
	Yes
	Maybe
	No          
	No Answer

	Large States
	 TN, NC, PA, OH, IL, TX
	OK, NJ, FL, GA
	CA
	

	Pilot/ Prototype States
	KY
	
	VA, WA
	MD, MN


Many states noted that they have previously been involved in working groups.  Several states mentioned that a common application form and a data dictionary were developed in the Inter-Regional CVO Institutional Issues Work Group, but that the project was ended.

4.1.2 Information Exchange Standards Needed

States were asked the questions: What additional standards for electronic credentialing would be valuable to your state? What organizations should establish and maintain the credentials-related standards?

Some states said they would like to see standards for XML.  There was no consensus on what organizations should establish and maintain the standards.

4.2 Vendors

4.2.1 General Comments on Business Process Standards

Vendors were asked the questions: One of the barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software is that business processes vary for state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement?  Have you had any experience with states changing their policy and procedures to accept a company 'standard' format?  Please comment.
In general, vendors felt that business process standards were desirable, but not possible.  Comments included: 

"We have had experience with states changing their policies and procedures; in such cases, we need to update our forms."

"States do not change.  To get a standard approach, it would have to be mandated and lobbied"

"States do not like to give up control.  It would not be possible to obtain agreement without an act of congress (literally)."

"Any standards across states would be desirable to vendors and customers alike, as it is difficult to manage differences."

4.2.2 Information Exchange Standards Needed

Vendors were asked the questions: Do we need any additional standards for electronic credentialing? What organization should be responsible for the credentials-related standards?

In general, vendors did not feel there is a need for another standard.  Comments regarding XML were mixed.  Several indicated that XML standards would be needed if the CVISN architecture requirements change.  Several indicated that the EDI standards are sufficient.

5. Opinion of Survey

All participants were asked the question: Do you believe that this completed survey accurately reflects your organization's preference for electronic credentialing?
Table 5–1.  Accuracy of Survey

	
	States
	Vendors
	Carriers
	Service Bureaus

	5 - Absolutely in every 

     respect
	5
	1
	1
	5

	4 - Strongly
	15
	5
	8
	4

	3 - Moderately
	2
	3
	
	

	2 - Weakly
	2
	
	1
	

	1 - Not at all
	
	
	
	

	Average
	4.0
	3.8
	3.9
	4.6


Note:  Some states had multiple participants in the survey.
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6. Findings

This section summarizes the responses of the survey participants. 

· State-provided credentialing Web site

· Most states surveyed see a need for a Web site.

· Some large carriers surveyed and most service bureaus surveyed would use a Web site.


· Computer-to-computer e-credentialing interface

· Most states surveyed see a need for a computer-to-computer interface.

· Most large carriers surveyed would prefer a computer-to-computer interface.


· Computer-to-computer data formats (X12 EDI vs. XML)
· X12 EDI is preferred today among CVO stakeholders surveyed.
· CVO stakeholders surveyed are not as familiar or comfortable with XML, but they are beginning to explore it as an alternative to X12 EDI.

· Perception of carrier needs and preferences
· Most states surveyed and many software vendors surveyed believe larger carriers would prefer a computer-to-computer interface and smaller carriers would prefer a Web site.

· Carrier perspectives
· Most large carriers surveyed rely on their own vehicle database.
· Many large carriers surveyed are interested in an integrated database or sharing their data with the state.
· Many large carriers surveyed deal with more than one state as an IRP base state.

· E-credentialing software development
· Most software vendors surveyed would consider adding e-credentialing to their product.
· FMS software vendors surveyed were not strongly supportive of developing the capability at their own expense.

· Standards
· Agreement among states and vendors surveyed that standards are needed.
· Feeling among states surveyed that the individual jurisdictions will not be able to agree on standard business processes.
· Some states surveyed would be interested in participating in a working group to develop more uniform business processes; most states surveyed have previously participated in such groups.
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Appendix A

Detail

Appendix A - Detail

The questions presented in this section were taken from the stakeholder-specific surveys. Since the questions are collected into categories, rather than shown in the order they were asked in the survey, each was assigned an identifier to correlate it with the survey forms provided in Appendices D - G. 

Key to Question Identifiers

Sn
State Question

Cn
Carrier Question

Bn
Service Bureau Question

Vn
FMS Vendor Question
1. Organization Characteristics

1.1 States

S1. Please enter the following commercial vehicle operations statistics for your state. By 'commercial vehicles', we mean power units over 26,000 pounds.


[image: image4.wmf]CA

NC

NJ

OH

OK

TX

Registered interstate CVs 

based in state

63,563

          

 

20,000

63,000

          

 

97,398

          

 

184,000

        

 

94,866

           

 

Registered intrastate CVs 

located in state

524,294

        

 

55,000

31,794

          

 

784,651

         

 

237,000

        

 

408,000

          

 

Revenue from CV

registration fees

565,000,000

$

 

8,500,000

$   

 

56,000,000

$  

 

89,250,000

$  

 

16,100,000

$  

 

 

Revenue from CV

fuel taxes

53,500,000

$  

 

195,000,000

$

 

12,665,710

$  

 

65,000,000

$  

 

27,200,000

$  

 

235,000,000

$ 

 

Number of licensed

commercial drivers

712,856

175,000

222,000

100,000

         

 

142,854

        

 

623,804

TN

IL

FL

GA

PA

TOTAL

Registered interstate CVs 

based in state

118,000

        

 

179,243

74,775

56,000

950,845

Registered intrastate CVs 

located in state

198,000

        

 

230,673

2,469,412

Revenue from CV

registration fees

57,000,000

$  

 

148,167,371

$

 

68,735,000

$  

 

76,600,000

$  

 

1,085,352,371

Revenue from CV

fuel taxes

2,000,000

$   

 

33,627,000

$  

 

623,992,710

$ 

 

Number of licensed

commercial drivers

36,000

461,279

232,135

2,705,928

MD

VA

KY

MN

WA

TOTAL

Registered interstate CVs 

based in state

28,000

          

 

           35,955 

19,000

31,679

30,000

144,634

          

 

Registered intrastate CVs 

located in state

200,000

54,142

          

 

20,950

103,272

600,000

978,364

          

 

Revenue from CV

registration fees

$32,895,000

$69,815,249

42,389,380

$  

 

45,400,000

$  

 

79,000,000

$  

 

269,499,629

$ 

 

Revenue from CV

fuel taxes

4,328,000

$125,572,576

80,000,000

$  

 

114,000,000

$

 

80,000,000

$  

 

403,900,576

$ 

 


Notes:

Information not available:

Texas - CV Registration fees not differentiated from non-commercial vehicle fees.

Florida - CDL not available.

Illinois - Intrastate CV registration and CV fuel tax revenue not provided.

Georgia - information from Public Safety and IFTA only

Information not provided:
Pennsylvania 

S2. How large are your carriers in terms of number of vehicles?
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Information not available or not provided:
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1.2 Vendors

V12. Approximately how many interstate motor carrier customers do you have?

V13. Approximately how many intrastate motor carrier customers do you have?

V14. Approximately how many different states are your customers located in? Which states?
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V15. How big are your customers in terms of number of vehicles?
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V16. How would you characterize your primary customer base in terms of type of operation and other characteristics?
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V17. What types of functions do your fleet management system products provide?
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V18. What technologies does your product(s) use?

For internal use only.

V19. What is the general price range of your product for a comprehensive set of capabilities used by your “typical” customer? If you would like to provide background on your pricing structure, please do so.  For example, is it based on the size of the carrier?  Type of platform?  Number of features included?  Other?
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1.3 Carriers

C1. How many interstate vehicles do you operate?
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C2. How many intrastate vehicles do you operate?

[image: image42.wmf]SERVICE BUREAUS

TL

LTL

Regional

Service Bureau A

X

Service Bureau B

X

X

Service Bureau C

X

X

Service Bureau D

X

Service Bureau E

X

Service Bureau F

X

X

Service Bureau G

X

X

Service Bureau H

X

X

Service Bureau I


C3. In how many states? 


[image: image9.wmf]STATES

# of Carriers

<48 States

0

48-50 States

9

Canada

6

Mexico

3


Do you have fleets based in multiple states? 
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Which states?
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C4. What is your approximate annual revenue?
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C5. What is the size of your information systems department?
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C6. Do you have a Fleet Management System? What functions does it support?
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C7. If you have a Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) Fleet Management System, who is the vendor? What is your approximate annual cost (assume this is approximate annual service cost exclusive of initial installation or amortized set up cost)?

For internal use only.

C8. Do you rely on the state or on your own system for maintaining vehicle inventory data? 
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Do you see a benefit in an integrated database?
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Carrier - We rely on our own system. We have checks and balances in our system, such as on the VIN. Once we get the information into our mainframe, it is correct. We would like to be able to send it directly to the state. 

Carrier – We would rely strictly on our own database. We do see a benefit in sharing data. For example, the state could send a file with new license plate numbers so that we could update our system.

Carrier – We use our own database.  We would like a database integrated with the state.  The state doesn’t offer that yet.

Carrier – Own system for inventory data.  Integrated database information would be very beneficial.
Carrier - Both. We rely on the states to begin the renewal process. They send fleet renewals or renewals for individual vehicles, mostly via paper.

We have a pilot project with a state for 2700 intrastate vehicles. The state transmits a file (flat file 123 bytes per record). We print the information and edit it manually. We have not yet written a program to automate the editing or updating of our database, because we are not yet convinced that this solution is final.  It is still a pilot project.  Data elements supplied by the state but not needed by our database are not reviewed. A file is sent back to the state, which they use for updating their database, but since it is a manual update on their end, changes may not always be made correctly. 

There are three limits to the usefulness of this system as far as integration goes.  1) Our company can only respond to the renewal information on the electronic file with "yes", "no", or "change". Our company cannot change (the non-renewal data on the) file, so errors continue to show up year after year.  2) Our company's legacy systems are old and not capable of integration.  3) Our company is still somewhat de-centralized; most renewal decisions take place in the field. Data must be sent to field staff and they return the information on what to renew.  This can only be done with paper (with our systems.)  There is a lot that could be done in this area. 

Carrier - We rely on our own system. We do cross-reference with the state. We receive quarterly downloads from the state and verify with our system, particularly if a problem is suspected.  

Carrier - We have developed our own fleet/vehicle database, using MS Access. We have developed reports to support credentialing. In some cases, we generate the exact form. In other cases, states will accept a vehicle listing.   

C10. How do you submit applications for credentials now (e.g., in-person, mail, FAX, electronic file transfer, e-mail, service vendor)?  Do you have to enter data redundantly? What are the weaknesses in this method? What level of effort, staff time, or cost do you associate with applying for credentials?


[image: image16.wmf]METHODS

# Carriers

In-Person

2

Mail - paper

5

Mail - magnetic tape

2

Fax

3

Electronic File Transfer

2

E-Mail

2

Service Provider

1

Direct Access

1

Web Site

1


Carrier – Methods: In-person, mail. Electronic file transfer for some states. Email with one state; MS Excel file as attachment for mileage tax. Yes, data is entered redundantly. Weaknesses:  The e-mail approach is the easiest. In-person and mail methods have the obvious problems. We spend thousands of dollars on overnight mail to the state, from the state, to the terminals. The electronic file transfer is really a tape transfer; this is not the best approach. We would prefer to download the data from the state, update it, and send it back electronically. Effort: Significant.
Carrier - Methods: In-person and by mail. Yes, we have to enter data redundantly. The interfaces with states are currently strictly paper.

Weaknesses:  The worst problem is having to re-enter the VIN. The more times human action is involved, the greater the opportunity for error. We would like to see the certificate of origin (MSO) sent electronically from the manufacturer to the state and the vehicle owner. Then the VIN would only ever need to be entered once.

Effort: We have 7 full-time staff who do permitting, licensing, and titling. 




Carrier - Methods: We have a terminal so that we can submit transactions like a state employee. The vehicles are titled in another state, using a third party registration company and the documents are printed right there.

Weaknesses:  None. Effort: 1 full-time person. 









Carrier - Methods: All of the above methods. In most cases, we have to enter data redundantly. 

One state has a branch office in our local office and renewals are processed electronically.  Another state - need to register package cars by county. We are able to email MS Excel format files. Another state - large supplementals (more than 100 vehicles) involve sending a tape. The state is working toward a file transfer capability. Another state also has an electronic download/upload filing capability available now for IRP registration. The state has an electronic, user-friendly system that we like. It includes electronic payment via ACH funds transfer. The only paper we have to deal with is the 2290, which we fax. The interface is through a bulletin board, to which the user dials-up. The system prompts; a flat file is transferred to the mainframe via FTP. We can transfer a flat file back to the state which they use to update their database (we assume they check it first). In terms of data entry, we have to enter VIN and OEN. Another state - working to obtain a fleet listing rather than a form for each vehicle. Also participating in the 5 year renewal program, though we see this as an intermediate step in the process improvement.

Weaknesses:  Delays. People-intensive. Not a full-time job, payroll or administrative clerks are used when needed. Too much paper. Data integrity issues; data entry problems, especially with the VIN.

Effort: Significant time and effort, and unnecessarily so. For intrastate renewals, all states send renewal data prepared on their mainframe computers. They send individual renewal forms; many do not group them by fleet. This causes us significant unneeded effort.

Carrier - Methods: Currently we submit applications on a daily basis to the state, via UPS overnight mail. Soon we will be online using their web site. The web site is being tested now by another company, and has been offered to us as one of the largest carriers doing business with the state. The state's implementation plan is: 

  1) provide temporary authorities

  2) handle weekly supplementals

  3) handle renewals

They email or send us a disk with data in MS Excel format. We load this data into our MS Access database and are able to query it.  

Weaknesses:  Redundant data entry. We key the information in, send it to them, and they rekey it. Even when they go to the website, there will be redundant data entry required on our part. The next step to be supported by the state is planned to be the capability for the carrier to submit a weekly batch supplement (~50 trucks). The state would accept or reject the transactions.
Effort: Five staff are involved in the credentialing process; two of them are dedicated full time to credentialing.  (note that the titling data is different for trucks owned by our company and by our 1,300 owner-operators- they are the owners).








Carrier - Methods: By mail. We enter data once into the MS Access database.  

Weaknesses:  Mail requires considerable lead time. For example, the state does renewals by paper; they send us a listing that we mark up and return. To meet the expiration date of 3/31, we need to submit at the beginning of January. The problem is that vehicles may go out of service during that time. Then we have to apply to the individual states for refunds or hope that we can transfer the plates to another vehicle. Applications may be shuffled to the bottom of the pile; credentials may be lost in the mail. 

Effort: Our level of effort is not bad with our current automated (MS Access database) system. Previously, we had 7 full-time staff. Now we have 1 full-time and two half-time staff.  

Carrier - Methods: 1) IRP renewal is submitted via paper to the state. The state sends us a paper printout; we mark it up and return it.  2) Transfer plates. We purchase 500-600 new tractors per year and put the same number out-of-service. So we transfer plates from 4-8 vehicles per day. We use the ""WinFAX"" program to send the IRP supplemental to the state. If we send the fax by 8 a.m., the state faxes the TA's to use by 8:30 a.m. The original documentation can be filed at a later time. This is great service.  3) For some transactions we also use a service provider who has direct access to the state's system.

Weaknesses:  1) Too subject to human error. We are in discussions with the state about an electronic method, such as sending a disk/tape or having direct access via a terminal to their mainframe system.  2) Works well.  3) Works well, but we would like to have direct access ourselves.

We would like as much electronic transfer of data as possible. Typing, entering information by hand, is too prone to human error. We would prefer direct access, using a terminal, modem, with password security to state mainframe.

We also plan to use EFT when we go online with the state.

Effort: 5 fulltime staff

Carrier – Methods: All of the above.  There is a considerable amount of redundancy or data required to satisfy credentialing requirements. Weaknesses:  Timeliness, cost, lost revenue and manpower requirements. Effort: In excess of $1 million.






1.4 Service Bureaus

B9. How many motor carrier customers do you have?
B10. How many different states are your customers located in?

B11. How big are your customers in terms of number of vehicles?
B13. What is your approximate annual revenue?
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B12. How would you characterize your primary customer base in terms of type of operation and other characteristics?
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B14. What is the size of your information systems department?

For internal use only.

B2. Do you have a Fleet Management System that you use to support your motor carrier customers? 
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What functions does it support?
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B3. If you have a Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) Fleet Management System, who is the vendor? What is your approximate annual cost?
For internal use only

1.5 Comparison of Several

S3-C9-B1. Roughly how many credentialing transactions of each type do you process annually?
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Notes:


Ohio - Vehicle Titles includes non-commercial vehicles

Information not available:


Pennsylvania


Georgia

S3-C9-B1. Roughly how many credentialing transactions of each type do you process annually? Continued
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2. Electronic Credentialing Plans / Preferences

2.1 States

S4. Do you currently offer or plan to offer electronic credentialing via a web site or a computer-to-computer interface within the next 3 years? 
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California - The DMV has offered for 4+years electronic credentialing for new vehicle purchases as well as vehicle registration renewals on a computer to computer basis.  Over 800,000 transaction have been transacted using this process and just under $300,000,000 in fees have been collected via electronic debit process.  

From a CVO standpoint, the CVISN effort has elected to develop a computer to computer process to be deployed beginning in the Fall of 2000.  Once implemented and when several infrastructure issues are resolved, development of a Web Process can begin.


Development of a Web application is contingent upon several key issues.  First, the question of payment of discount fees chargeable for credit card type payments needs to be resolved.  This impacts CVO type transactions as the fees are generally higher.  The issues of electronic checks are also being discussed.  Second, several application support type documents are required for CVO Transactions. A specific example would be the FVHUT filing requirement.  A method must be developed to ensure that the supporting documentation is available.  Third, signature verification or an acceptable electronic method must be available to adhere to current statute.  Lastly, a case must be made that electronic credentialing to Web users will provide at most some type of temporary credentials.
Florida - We are just getting into CVISN. We would probably do a web site first, as it looks like that method would be valuable to more carriers. Ideally, we would like to implement both, if we can afford it. Based on discussions with other states, the large carriers would prefer the computer-computer interface so that they could download data from their FMS.

Georgia – We do not currently offer e-credentialing. Yes, we plan to offer it. Web site will probably be first.  All 4 agencies will be involved: Dept. of Revenue for IRP, IFA, and Vehicle Title, Dept. of Transportation for OS/OW, Public Service Commission for Intrastate Registration and HAZMAT.  

Illinois –We plan to offer both, but will implement computer-computer first, as a pilot with large carriers. This is due to security issues with the web site and the fact that we will achieve a bigger 'bang for the buck' by addressing the large carrier problem first. Caveat: Budget and politics. The transaction volume is still small when compared to passenger vehicle transactions. The carriers do not represent a large voter block.

Kentucky –We currently have InterCAT working with 6-9 carriers for IRP and 2 carriers for IFTA. We are in beta production with a couple of large carriers for the web product (IRP only).  

Minnesota –  Yes, we plan to offer a computer-computer interface this year. No firm plans for a web site, but I think it is inevitable.

North Carolina - North Carolina DMV does not have branch offices. Currently, the vehicle registration and titling requirements and IRP applications may be submitted from terminals located in 128 private contractor locations. There are two state office locations fully staffed in Raleigh and Charlotte to process the electronically transmitted data and to serve the walk in public. The data is entered one time and is interfaced with the main registration database.  The CVISN project will extend this capability to the commercial vehicle industry directly through an Internet WEB site.

We do not have the funding at this time to support a computer-computer interface.

We have just completed our CVISN Project Plan. Some of the issues are:

– Should NC develop its own CAT system or partner with a vendor or another state?

– Should we use EDI with X.12 transactions, XML or flat files?

– What language should be used for the web site, i.e. Java, C++, HTML, Visual Basic, Java Applets? 

We have $3 million funded for implementing the web site.

OS/OW, which is under the Division of Highways, has its own web-based system. We plan to integrate this to make information available to roadside. Since we do not have the funding to implement a CAT, we are considering trading our State Transaction and Registration System (STARS) with another state for a CAT.

Ohio - Not sure whether we would implement for IRP trip permits. For OS/OW permits, there is an existing online dial-up system with which users are happy; however, it may be appropriate to fold this functionality into a new credentialing web site. Vehicle titling is handled by the courts; this would be the last type to be implemented. An XML rather than EDI interface would be implemented if the CVISN guidelines change to allow XML; assume XML standards would be in place within our development timeframe.  EDI would apply if XML not feasible.

     Status of plans: Preparing for Design Workshop in April. Expect to have an operational capability in 2-4 years. IRP and IFTA would be the first functions, due to Lockheed involvement.

Oklahoma - We currently offer computer-computer using EDI. There is no software cost to the user; they download the software from the state. If they have a current account, they just send the data to OK.

         
We expect to implement IFTA Registration next. The IFTA database is separate from IRP. We have no plans for IFTA Tax Filing. Intrastate Registration is handled via the 300 Tag Agencies, which are contracted by the state and which exist in communities throughout Oklahoma.  We have offered e-credentialing for 4 years now. It serves 500-700 carriers, including small carriers as well as large. Also, licensing service bureaus use it in support of their owner-operator customers. Note that 80% of vehicles are owned by 10% of the carriers. Software development (inhouse) costs to enable e-credentially were much less than the benefit derived from transitioning from manual processing.

     
The MIS department may be considering a web site, but this is low priority.

 
OK can handle IRP initial applications electronically. Applicants must file a security agreement with an original signature. Supporting documentation (proof of ownership, insurance, HVUT paid, etc.) is required to be submitted; this information may be faxed. After the documentation is approved, the account number is issued. Then the user can submit the initial application.


Payment by EFT or certified check must be received, then the permanent credentials are mailed. From the time of submitting an application, the user usually receives the credentials within three days. Self-issue permits can be maintained by large carriers and used as needed. We have proposed electronic permitting, whereby the registrant could request a TA and it could be issued on the spot, but this is a low priority task.
Pennsylvania –Yes, we would like to offer e-credentialing. We are currently working on two projects involving passenger vehicles and non-commercial drivers, as that represents the highest volume of transactions.

     
The Gatekeeper project will allow users to perform transactions related to passenger vehicle titling, primarily directed to auto dealers. This capability will be installed in June.


The E-Commerce project will address renewal of vehicle registrations and drivers licenses. Via the web. This project is just starting and is scheduled for completion in May, 2001.

     
At the moment, commercial vehicles are not part of these projects. Neither approach precludes adding IRP vehicles. However, rather than building an LSI to the IRP legacy system, we are considering re-designing the system.

Texas  - The Motor Carrier Division web site features an Internet Permit Service for single trip OS/OW permits. Customers must have an assigned account number. Payment can be made by Escrow account or credit card (VISA, MC). Applications are processed and returned (by fax) within 4 hours of receipt. The average turnaround time for this is actually less than one hour. A new Central Permit System (CPS 2000) is also scheduled to come online soon and it will allow the Motor Carrier Division to accept applications for all types of permits over the Internet.

   
The Motor Carrier Division and the Vehicle Titles and Registration Division of TxDOT have proposed implementation of a web site for IRP applications and renewals, Texas Motor Carrier Registration, and financial responsibility/insurance filing. 

   
Additional background: IRP is currently processed via paper filing. Motor Carrier Registration is also paper, except that applications are scanned. Permitting is completely electronic.

Tennessee - Computer-computer interface, probably using X12 EDI, first. Web later but not contracted.

Washington - 1) No large motor carriers customers that have their own computer system for vehicle inventory

2) if computer-computer interface were used, then every time there is a change, we would have to update the carriers' software.

Virginia - Have plans, funding, subcontractor. Expect to deploy July, 2000 for IRP, IFTA, VA Motor Fuel Road Tax. Deployment of other transaction types depends on agency availability, funding, and carrier priorities.

For which credentials? (Table shows number of respondents for each transaction type.)
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What is the status of these plans?  For example, do you have a written plan?  Has funding been obtained?  Has a subcontractor been selected?  When do you expect to have an operational capability?
Florida - We have selected a contractor for the CVISN business plan; that work should begin within the next few weeks. We expect to have the plan completed this year. We have not yet attended CVISN training.
     Eventually, e-credentially for permits will be added, but that is handled by different agencies. Our current focus is on CVISN Level 1 requirements.

Georgia - The state of Georgia is in the process of contracting with Georgia Tech as the CVISN Systems Architect and Program Manager. So there is a gap in CVISN leadership at the moment. Georgia just completed their Top-Level Design for the CVISN Design Workshop. We expect to start the detailed design as soon as the contract is in place. We anticipate meeting CVISN Level 1 requirements by June 30, 2001.
Illinois – OS/OW permits would be implemented last, due to problems such as changing highway construction. HAZMAT is under EPA. Booz Allen has been contracted to write the business plan for the One-Stop process; the plan is expected to be completed in November, 2000. Although we have no formalized CVISN plan at this time, we have the same goals. When the business plan is complete, we expect to bring it under the CVISN umbrella.

     The various agencies that will be interviewed during the process of developing the business plan include:

     Secretary of State - IRP

     IL Dept. of Revenue - IFTA

     IL Dept. of Commerce - operating authority (insurance, SSRS)

     IL Dept. of Transportation - OS/OW

     IL State Police - enforcement

     IL EPA - HAZMAT

The key people in these agencies are very committed to electronic credentialing.

     The Secretary of State is currently involved in looking at electronic registration for passenger vehicles.

     We have seen the systems implemented in KY and are interested in that model.

Kentucky - We hope to open up the web product for IRP to 15-20 carriers by June.

 IRP supplemental types available via the web are: Add vehicle, Add jurisdiction, fleet query, and vehicle transfer.

 For IFTA Tax Filing, KY, with 16 other states, is part of the RPC. They will have a web-based system for IFTA tax filing. We will have a link from our web site directly to the RPC. The RPC is looking at using X12 EDI to accept data from service providers.

OS/OW permits process is currently being studied by U. Kentucky.

A new system is being built to handle Intrastate Reg.; we think it will have a web interface.

KY mileage tax application should be available in next month.

    Other notes: We expect to have carrier self-issuance of permanent credentials available to 25-30 selected carriers (this option is available in InterCAT and we would implement in the web site). The carriers will have an inventory of plates, decals, cab cards. The CI will issue a range of credentials to the carrier, so that when the carrier pulls credentials and the CAT sends the numbers to the CI, the CI will be able to verify that the numbers are within the range. 

     We expect to have EFT in place in 3-4 months. Right now, we don't have a credit card option for the web site, as we haven't worked out the problem of the 2% charge. We are also working on ACH debits for tax collections. We are hoping to implement that in the InterCAT for carriers who do routine business with KY.

Minnesota – Dates in table above indicate when we expect to go production.

New Jersey  - No written plan other than CVISN Plan.  Funding Contractors, etc. are undecided. Operational capability, some (IRP) this year; remaining phased in over the next three years.

Pennsylvania - We do not have a written plan. We are developing the Gatekeeper and E-Commerce systems so that they will extend to commercial vehicles.

For OS/OW permits, there is already an operational web site.

For vehicle titles, there is an electronic process with the lien holders that begins after we process the paper form.

Texas - Implementation of IFTA registration and tax filing could be driven by the business plan. Regarding intrastate registration, there is the problem that license plates cannot be issued electronically. Vehicle Titling via the web is also under way.

    A proposal has been submitted and is being reviewed by FHWA. We are in the process of developing a CVO/CVISN business plan.

Tennessee - A contract has been signed with Lockheed. We expect to have IRP in production by the end of the year.

    DOT has had a computer-computer interface for OS/OW operational for two years.

    Intrastate Registration and Vehicle Title will be handled as part of NMVTIS.

Washington - For OS/OW, we are already doing computer-computer using a fixed file format, but this is an interim approach. We have just designed an internet access for outside users to enable access into the DOT OS/OW (stand-alone) system.

We expect to have a web site in full production within 24 months. We have been working on this effort for 1 1/2 yrs.  We intend to deploy our IRP/IFTA web application by December 31, 2000.  We are in the process of selecting a vendor.  Funding is provided via FHWA CVISN grant.
S5. Do you think that the larger carriers in your state have different credentialing needs than the smaller carriers? Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided web site for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface?
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Florida - Yes to both questions, based on what we are hearing from other states. However, if the large carriers could do IFTA tax quarterlies via the web, they may use it. We expect that large carriers would use both methods.

Georgia - We assume that smaller carriers want the web site, if anything. Our carrier committee representative is employed by UPS, the largest trucking company. They are definitely interested in a batch capability. We will probably do a survey of motor carriers in Georgia.

Illinois - Yes to both questions. We have a lot of interaction with the industry, via the Northern Illinois Truck Enforcement Specialists and my involvement in IRP, Inc. The Truckers Advisory Board, formed by the IL, Secretary of State, involves representatives from the state agencies and both large and small carriers. There is an open line of communication between the state and the industry; that and our service are major reasons why so many carriers are based in Illinois.

Kentucky - Yes, we believe the needs are different, but we have no great deal of evidence to support this. The type of business makes a difference as well. For example, a truck leasing company has a different view than a large carrier, as the leasing company is probably adding vehicles on a daily basis.

     Smaller carriers may only use the system about 6 times a year (IRP renewal, IFTA quarterlies, one or two IRP supplementals). Computer-computer is better for a frequent user. 95% of our carrier customers are small.

     Access and availability of the web are also key benefits. The user doesn't have to buy the technology. The web site will be available at the local office; they don't even need to buy a PC. Many small carriers don't have web access for their business, but they have it at home and would do their credentialing transactions at home at night.

      Service providers are interested in computer-computer interfaces; they would like to file in bulk by sending a file from their computer. 

     Also, CPAs in KY are interested in a web system. They may offer a credentialing service free to trucking companies to lure them in for other services.

Minnesota - Yes. At the beginning of this project, we did a survey and this was the result. We have a very high percentage of small carriers; most have 1-5 vehicles. However, most transactions are submitted by large carriers. 30% of transactions are submitted by carriers with over 100 vehicles.

     We have a pilot pool of 30 carriers and also are piloting with a service bureau. We think the computer-computer capability will increase the business of service bureaus. We are not supplying CAT software to users out side of the pilot; we expect a vendor to sell the software.

New Jersey  - Large carriers have different needs from small carriers, the primary concern is batch filing.  If we design flexibility into whatever system we developed, the carriers will find that acceptable.

Maryland  - Not completely. Large carriers would prefer a web site for day-to-day transactions (which often number only one or two a day, even for large carriers).

Pennsylvania - Yes, we believe there are different needs, but we have no hard data. We solicited information from carriers two years ago. 80% of our carriers are owner-operators. Many have no business PCs. We also have very large carriers (large rental truck company) that are very automated and use e-credentialing with other states.

Texas – No. We haven't solicited this information, but no one has indicated such a preference. We expect that this type of information will come out of the business plan.

Tennessee - Yes. Smaller carriers say they are still going to walk in to our office (one office in the state). Many don't keep good records and are not computer literate. The carriers can fax or mail the applications, but many wait until the last day and walk in to the office. We do not require certified checks, and we receive many bad checks.

     The large carriers support computer-computer interfacing. We may enable some of them to do self-credentialing. Currently, the large carriers often send a check in overnight mail and pick up their credentials at the office.

Washington - We have carriers with from 1 - 3,000 trucks. We asked them for feedback and without hesitation they said that they want a web site. Large carriers have accounting sections that are used to doing data entry or they call the WA Trucking Association for a list of their vehicles. A web site is advantageous to carriers; it will even be available to them at libraries. The WA Trucking Association, which is a subset of the American Trucking Association and which acts as a service bureau, supports a web site.

Ohio - We have no basis at this time, but speculate that both needs exist, for various reasons.  Larger carriers may utilize batch files for some Transactions and web site for others.

Oklahoma - The needs of the large and small carriers are the same. The software that the state allows the user to download has a GUI interface and is as easy to use as a web browser. A VAN is not required; the data is transmitted via a modem to a bulletin board. The file is viewed, transferred to the mainframe and processed overnight. For example, if a user sent a file yesterday before 3 p.m., I would view and release it this morning, it would be processed tonight, and the bill would be transmitted tomorrow.

North Carolina - Yes.  Our surveys indicated that few small companies have computer capabilities, while large carriers prefer computer-computer. The latter group would like to match their files with our system and transmit the information, rather than entering data on our forms. There is definitely enough interest to justify the state implementing a computer-computer interface. We will work with the carriers directly via a steering committee so that we develop a system based on their needs. Small carriers would be happy with a state-maintained vehicle database.

Virginia - No, all VA carriers contacted indicate that a web site would meet their needs. There is no interest in a computer-to-computer interface.

California - From this state’s perspective, larger carriers, leasing companies, and service agents do have a different need than the smaller carriers.  Specifically, this category of user would prefer to be allowed to have on-site ability to print permanent registration documents and assign physical inventory such as license plates and stickers.  That is, the completion of a transaction at the point of sale where they can have all of the credentials necessary to immediately operate the vehicle without requiring a second effort to find the vehicle to equip the vehicle with permanent credentials.  Additionally, integrating the data with their own fleet management systems or using an off the shelf software package that would take advantage of data already collected is a significant savings from a data entry standpoint in addition to promoting more accuracy in the data.  This type of functionality is not normally included in a Web application.

In so far as the CA CVISN effort, it is supported by an Industry Advisory Council (IAC) that represents the major user community participants. The approach being implemented in CA was fully discussed prior to the development of the Work Plan.  We meet with the IAC on a continuing basis to ensure the direction of the implementation remains consistent with their expectations.
2.2 Vendors

V1. What types of electronic credentialing transactions do you think your customer base would like to have supported by your products?
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V2. Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided web site (being planned by many states) for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface?  Please comment.
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Vendor - Large carriers want to control the data and our concerned with having a credentialing interface between the state and their own systems. The small carriers don't have such software.
Vendor - No, I don't think that size of carrier is the main issue. It is the level of sophistication. Customers with 50 trucks or less would use a system if they had it, but they won't run out looking for it. Large customers with a homegrown system may not go to the trouble to develop a computer-computer interface.

Vendor – Agree that smaller carriers would prefer a website. Large carriers are advanced and automated.

Vendor – Nothing specific to suggest this, but smaller companies need a convenient and easy-to-use solution.

Vendor - Yes. From our experience, most carriers with less than 100 vehicles would rather go to a web site, while carriers with more than 100 vehicles would like to automate as much as possible.
Vendor - Yes. I have talked in depth on this topic with several carriers. The cost of computer-computer is too great for carriers with less than 100 trucks. 

Vendor - I agree. Larger carriers having systems like AS/400 have MIS staff and are oriented toward computer-to-computer.

Vendor - Even large carriers would prefer an Internet solution. The biggest problem today is IS people having to maintain an additional computer.

     The carriers each have their own inventory list. Let them upload data to the Internet, then manipulate it.

     We think that within two years every trucking company, regardless of size, will be on the Internet.

     Our web based system works by having the carrier's vehicle data stored and maintained on our web server. That way, the carrier does not have to worry about maintaining, backing up the data. The data can be accessed anywhere. For example, the Park and View system allows Internet access at truck stops. A wireless capability that will be faster than a T1 line is being released. The carrier's unit will cost only about $300. This will greatly aid the small carriers, as they will be able to file their returns on the road. This will save them significantly in late filing penalties.
Vendor - Yes. Small carriers can't afford expensive software packages.

V4. Would you consider adding a capability to support electronic credentialing to your product in the next 1-2 years? Why or why not?
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Vendor - Yes. We are reactionary to what the states develop.

Vendor - Not in that time frame. After states have implemented the interface and there is a standard, perhaps. We don't want to be on the frontline. Our carriers are not interested at this time.

Vendor - Our customers have asked if we can do various types of e-credentialing (licenses, permits, also commercial drivers licenses). They would like information passed electronically as much as possible.  They are also interested in interfacing with EZ-Pass.

Vendor – If demanded from our customers and if it would add value to our product.

Vendor – Because of the demand from customers to automate processes, carriers are getting larger and they want to handle more functionality with fewer people.

Vendor - Part of our company strategy is to face the broader issues affecting the small and mid-size carriers. This includes wireless data communications, online web-based dispatching, fuel tax calculation/filing, and other real issues. Our company provides web-based mobile communications services and satellite tracking to the transportation industry. We are an ASP and offer services, as well as manufacturing devices.

Vendor - If such a product would create a market advantage. Our goals are to achieve efficiency through automation and to provide better service to our customers. We would do a survey of our customer base to determine the interest. 

     The industry sees EDI as a requirement, not an advantage. Customers are not interested in funding computer-computer interfaces.
Vendor - Via integrating a 3rd party product into our product. We would develop the capability to bring data into and out of a master vehicle database.

Vendor - We have been for the last two years. Our product allows a carrier to enter truck and trip data for their fleet and automatically generate IFTA, Mile, Audit Detail, IRP, State, and MPG reports. Vehicle data in an MS Excel or MS Access format can also be uploaded.

     We are working directly with a state on EDI for the mileage tax reporting. Five states (NM, OR, ID, NY, KY) require monthly or quarterly reporting. We are using EDI to send the forms to the state. A web capability will be developed if needed.

Vendor - We are customer-driven, so it would depend on a customer requesting the capability. So far, no customers have indicated interest. 

Also, it would have to be an easier and cheaper method than EDI.

V5. Would you be interested in developing an e-credentialing capability for your product at your own expense as part of a partnership effort with a few states and motor carriers? Why or why not?
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Vendor – Difficult to say.  We would develop the capability if the states supported it. We have recently been contacted by a state; they would like us to give them suggestions and industry perspective on the system they are developing. We have also heard that another state is starting to prototype. 

Vendor – Carriers are not pushing us to do it.

Vendor – Not at our own expense. We develop new products either when someone requests a product and pays for it, or by creating a consortium of interested clients who share the cost. We would not develop it at our own expense unless e-credentialing were mandated by law.

Vendor – What’s in it for us?  If we could sell more units.

Vendor – This would add value to our product and be another selling point for the product.

Vendor - E-credentialing is a viable service offering; customers need this service, though they may not know it yet.

Vendor - Depends on what we perceive as the time and cost involved, the customer demand, the overall trucking industry demand.

Vendor - We would integrate with a 3rd party solution. We are not interested in developing e-credentialing programs ourselves, because the lack of standard business processes and state-to-state differences make this very costly.

Vendor - We would explore this. We would need a strong feeling that there would be significant state cooperation.

V6. As a rough order of magnitude, how much additional might you charge customers per year for an additional e-credentialing capability?

For internal use only.

V7. As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement a computer-to-computer e-credentialing capability as part of your product?
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V8. As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement the capability to read a computer database update message e-credentialing capability as part of your product?
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Vendor - This is the cost per interface.  If there were multiple file formats, the cost would be greater.

Vendor –This is assuming that there is a standard.  It would be necessary to develop an environment in which all parties are comfortable, for example EPA (for HAZMAT) as well as DOT.

Vendor - The advantage to this method is not clear and there may be stumbling blocks in developing it. There may be a better method for entering information via a website and obtaining a response back from the state.

Vendor – This figure depends on whether the states have common forms and standards..

Vendor - We would be unlikely to implement this approach. We would probably control the web pages ourselves, rather than have a carrier submit information from a browser independently. Then we could update the database directly.

2.3 Service Bureaus

B4. Do you plan to provide a web site for your customers to access your services via the world wide web?
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Service Bureau - We have a web site that lists the services that we offer, provides e-mail and telephone contact information, and includes a form to request a quote for services. We are not currently planning to expand the web site to allow customers to enter application information, but would do so if our customers needed it.

We would like to have a web site. We have attended business shows, but the charge for a web site is $2-4K and we do not feel that cost would be justified. We do not advertise, as we have a stable clientele and new clients are obtained via word-of-mouth referrals.

Service Bureau - Yes, when we can get to it. Primarily for advertising, not necessarily for data entry.

Service Bureau - We might lose some business if carriers had the impression that the web site was easy to use and they decided to use it themselves. However, we feel that it is more likely that carriers would continue to use our services. The web site would be profitable for us, as it would reduce our costs.

Service Bureau - Yes, but it is too soon to tell the scope. It will mostly be used for advertising.

Service Bureau - Eventually, for advertising
Service Bureau - We have a web site; however, its functions are to inform users of the services we offer and to provide an email address for them to contact us, not to let them perform credentialing services directly.

2.4 Comparison of Several

C11-B5. Suppose that a state provided a web site that would allow you to enter all of your business and vehicle information on a form. The information could then be transmitted directly to the appropriate agencies via the web. Would you use a state-provided web site to submit transactions to apply for credentials?
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Carrier Comments:

Carrier -  If that were the method chosen by the state, but it is not my preference. We would like to see paperless titles become a reality. However, not everyone will be receptive to this and there should be an option to print the title for the customer.

Carrier – Say when!

Carrier – We would be interested if the state offered a web site.


Carrier – Provided it does not require additional cost or manpower and is eventually capable of EFT and permanent credential issuance.  Recently I received a demo of a CAT system.  With XML possibilities, the state has the right idea.

Carrier -  This method requires redundant data entry.

Carrier -  This would be a step backwards.
Carrier -  IF it was user-friendly for inputting information. For example, if we could enter 100 vehicles at a time, it would supply a sequence of OENs and repeat the common parts of the VIN (only the last 6 digits change for vehicles of same make).

IF the state adopted a fleet concept for intrastate renewals, so that an entire fleet could easily be renewed. The default action for each vehicle should be 'renew'.  

We would also be concerned about security issues; the data must be secure and confidential.

Our baseline is that any e-credentialing web-site capability provided by a state should not impose a fee on us. We feel there would be shared savings, especially for the state. Note that one state initially imposed a transaction fee for their web-site. When few users signed on, they dropped the fee and usage has increased tremendously.






Carrier We don't want to have to re-enter data. We would like to be able to download our data and send it to the state.

Service Bureau Comments:



Service Bureau - It would depend on whether the state web site would provide confirmation of the transaction. With the current paper method, we have a copy of everything that we do. Some service bureaus we know have had problems with government-provided web sites.

Service Bureau – Yes.  We interact primarily two states; neither of them have web sites at this time.

Our clientele uses us because they don't have the time or desire to prepare credential applications/tax filings themselves. If the states all go to electronic application vs. paper, our business would probably grow.

Service Bureau - We very strongly support the idea of a state web site. We would no longer have to go in person to the MVA.  Currently, this is very time-consuming and involves multiple trips per customer, as (for IRP) we must take the applications into the IRP office (with supporting documentation), have the fees calculated by the staff, obtain an invoice, go back to the carrier for the money, then back to the MVA.

While medium-size companies may prefer to use a web site themselves, our clientele consists primarily of small carriers (1-6), who do not have the time or staff and would still come to us.

While we currently do not handle IFTA registration and other permits, we would very likely start handling those transactions if the capabilities were provided by the web site.

Service Bureau - We might lose some business if carriers had the impression that the web site was easy to use and they decided to use it themselves. However, we feel that it is more likely that carriers would continue to use our services. The web site would be profitable for us, as it would reduce our costs.

Service Bureau – Provided it was cost effective and profitable.  However, if carrier can perform same service easily, it could actually be a negative.

Service Bureau - It would save time, save paper, save copying costs.

Service Bureau - We have worked with a vendor to help them develop a web site base for a state. There have been some problems due to state requirements. They want each carrier to have their own password, which would be mailed to them. This is a problem for service bureaus. If a motor carrier customer who has not previously used the web interface wants to use our service, it takes about a week for them to receive their password. The password must be sent to the carrier, not the service bureau.

Service Bureau - This method would be faster. Our main concern now is the delay in obtaining credentials from the states. It currently takes 8-9 working days at best; we need 24-hour turnaround. Customers are paying high insurance fees on vehicles that they cannot put on the road until the credentials are received. It also takes 4-5 days to receive the certification from the insurance company, before the application can be submitted. Because signatures are required, most credential applications must be mailed to the state. We can fax IRP supplementals.
Service Bureau - We use the following with various states:

Web, PERBA (Permitting Electronic Routing Bridge Analysis), proprietary program / Citrix dial-in, Lotus notes by Cambridge Sytematics, proprietary program by GEOPAK.

For which credentials? 
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Carrier Comments:

Carrier - For OS/OW, state rules are very inconsistent; so this would be difficult to automate.   The signature is required for Vehicle Title.

Service Bureau Comments:

Service Bureau -  On IFTA tax filing, the problem is financial, how payments are made. Would EFT be used? Small carriers are under a financial strain. A good customer will tell us that the check is in the mail to us and, if it is the deadline, we will send the money. This buys them time. With EFT, the money would be transferred instantly and they would have a hard time covering it. We have money in our bank, but we don't want to bear the strain.

For IRP, the state sends the bill to the customer and they make payment.

Service Bureau – We are trying to encourage the state to accept IFTA tax returns on diskette. In this prototype, we give them a diskette with a database file that contains the returns and also send the individual checks (this is an interim approach; we would prefer EFT). Currently, the state has to print the information. We are working toward electronic transfer; they have specified a file format. Our company initiated this effort and is footing the bill for its development.

Service Bureau – Currently we submit IRP and intrastate registrations in person at the DMV. This is because documentation must be submitted, as well as money. We can walk out with the credentials. Mail and federal express are used for less time-critical applications.

The state with which we work has more regulations than many other states. Also, agencies are separate. IFTA registration currently takes 30 days.

We would like to see the state-operated web site offered to the service bureaus only. This would give the state more control (regarding handling of credentials and payment).

C12-B6. Even if a web site existed for each state with which you do business, would you prefer to use computer-to-computer interfaces for credentialing?
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Carrier Comments:

Carrier -  This is not a good question. We already have a solution. This is a typical case of the government trying to solve a problem that has already been solved.

Carrier - It depends on how many states support it. If only one, then probably not. But if multiple states support it, then yes. We don’t want to be shut out of any reasonable alternatives.

Carrier - A state interface would be of value to our company, however, its value would depend on what the costs would be to develop the interface at our company.


Service Bureau Comments:

Service Bureau - Depends on what we will get in return, whether states go to entirely e-credentialing and whether they have a uniform approach.

Service Bureau – Depends on cost and added features.  Speed, connection charges would be considerations.
If yes, how much extra would you be willing to pay annually to have this capability added to your fleet management software package?

Carrier Comments:

Carrier -  Hard to say. We would be willing to pay something; we expect there will be some charge for the direct access method that we have been discussing with a state, but we think it will be small.

Carrier -  This is hard to say. We have potential cost savings of $100-150K per year. We might be willing to invest 10% of that figure, say $10-15K per year. 








Carrier - Depends on the benefits. Our baseline is that any e-credentialing capability provided by a state should not impose a fee on us. We feel there would be shared savings, especially for the state. Some one-time cost might be negotiable.



Carrier - We would need to do a cost benefit analysis to determine this and prepare an Authorization for Expenditure (AFE).

Service Bureau Comments:

Service Bureau - <5K year.

Service Bureau – The cost to the service providers should be absorbed, perhaps as part of the fee.

Service Bureau – If we were to buy it, a one-time cost of several thousand dollars.

Service Bureau - 0  - The states are more in need of this capability than the service bureaus.

Service bureaus do not tend to have good relationships with the states. They don't ask our opinions. Individuals from states speak at our stakeholder workshops and are interested in our concerns, but they can't really address our problems.

Would you prefer an open interface?  EDI interface? XML interface? Other interface? 

Please rate these questions on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being 'mildly supportive of the standard and not willing to invest' and 5 being 'strongly supportive and planning to invest'.
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Please explain the reasons for your interface preferences.

Carrier Comments:

Carrier – Multiple applications currently require multiple formats and connectivity requirements.

Carrier  - Not that familiar with the technologies mentioned, but if EDI is an established standard, that would be our preference.

Carrier  - EDI is already being used; it has clearly defined standards. XML is not clearly defined, not standardized, and its future is not sure. We use EDI for everything, e.g. booking and selling freight, purchasing repair parts. We only deal with vendors who use EDI. While many large carriers use EDI in certain areas, we go further by using it for many of our business functions.

Carrier  - If we were developing a system in the near future, we would use XML, as that is where the technology is headed.

Carrier  - Cannot answer at this time, but the feeling is that our technical people would prefer XML to EDI.

Organizations are working towards defining data element standards, a common set that all states would use. We envision having one large database/file from which the data could be extracted by state and sent to the appropriate state.  


Carrier  - Using EDI would be fine. We have EDI software applications inhouse. We use EDI, we like EDI, EDI is currently the only standard for computer-computer interfacing. However, EDI is a lot of work, it involves a real commitment by the company to implement it. It is costly to implement and only cost effective if there is a large volume of transactions. For smaller companies in particular, that have few resources, it is not worth the effort. States tend to be not as aggressive in technology changes as private organizations, and it may take 4-5 years for them to implement EDI. Also, there are yearly updates of the EDI standard and companies tend not to be able to update each year. So the states would have to deal with different carriers using different versions of the standard. We have attended conferences on XML and would prefer an XML interface.

Carrier  - At the moment, we would prefer to use our current method of downloading data from our MS Access database. We would have to consult with the technical people about EDI vs. XML. Our company does use EDI, but not in connection with the vehicle database. If states were going to go to one standard format, then we would consider it. Even if there were some variations, it may still be feasible.

Currently, for renewals for our vehicles based in one state, they send us a magnetic tape with the vehicle data. We compare it to our MS Access database. Pulling from our database, we produce a tape to send to the state. They use that information to update their database.

Service Bureau Comments:

Service Bureau - No preference, as long as there is a standard. If the state processes became uniform, we would only need one system to work with all states.

Service Bureau - Neutral.  We are not tied to any particular interface now.

Service Bureau - EDI offers lower cost of start-up and maintenance. Not enough information on XML.

Service Bureau – It should be readily adaptive to current ever-changing technology.

Service Bureau - Neutral.  We are not tied to any particular interface now.  The important thing is that there is a standard.
Service Bureau – Neutral.  We are not tied to any particular interface now.

Service Bureau – XML is cheaper than EDI and is the wave of the future.

S6-S7-S8-C13-B7. If you want (plan to offer) a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why?  Or why not? What benefits does this hold for you? What do you see as the barriers to providing this capability? 

States Comments:

California –We are planning to contract out the development of e-credentialing software.  Our projected expenditure is approximately $2.5 Million.  Our estimate for support and maintenance after development fits in this category.
Barriers: none.

Florida – Benefits: Obvious benefits for larger carriers, as they could send more data to us faster. This process will cut down on mailing and processing time (currently ~10 days). The bill could be printed at their location and the check mailed, or EFT could be used. This would make the end-to-end process almost like a walk-in, as the turnaround would be almost the same day. 

     We only have one walk-in office in the state. Customers are usually in and out quickly. We would like a more widespread service. We would like to be able to mail plates the same day. We don't have EFT yet, but that is the next big project.

 
     We do have a computer-computer interface that was implemented when a company with over 1000 trucks registered with the state. It was a piecemeal system as the data center was not experienced in this area and learning as they went along. The system is only used for renewal, not supplementals.


Barriers: Cost.  We would need a contractor for this work.  It costs about ½ million.


Georgia – If the survey indicates a need for computer-computer we will plan to offer it. We expect to continue working closely with UPS. Benefits to the carrier include less time for data entry. Standardization among carriers on a common process and file format. Otherwise, there would have to be a lot of flexibility on the state side. Our intent with external interfaces is to coordinate and to use nationally agreed upon standards, if the stakeholders concur.

Illinois - Benefits: Efficiency, improved accuracy. My staff will act as auditors, rather than data entry personnel. The system will include safeguards and also be user friendly.  Barriers:  1) money – state appropriation process  2) priority, we are still small compared to automobile sector.

Kentucky – Benefits: - Computer-computer interface was the option specified to meet CVISN Level 1 requirements. At the time we started, that was the best option, as web tools were not yet available.

If we were doing it now, we wouldn't implement a computer-computer interface using the CAT approach. We would prefer a method whereby a user's system generates a file and sends it to the state, rather than having to re-enter data into the CAT. If software has to be installed on a user computer, this is not efficient.

     For example, a trucking company may have a system in which they enter all their data, like trip sheets and fuel reports. Now this has to be retyped into InterCAT. We would like to just be able to take the data from their own system. One company is using a method whereby they do the data entry in their system, then import the data into InterCAT, thus achieving one-time data entry.

  
     There is a problem of agreeing on a data format. Different companies have different systems. At the Transportation Service Bureaus of America's annual workshop in June, representatives from KY and from the RPC plan to discuss with the service bureaus the idea that vendors develop an X12 EDI capability within their systems.  Larger service bureaus have expressed an interest in this.


Barriers: 1.  Data format.  Smaller carriers can’t afford to implement X12 EDI.  It is a complicated format and it has to be perfect.  2. People have their own systems.

Maryland – Benefits: Customer service.


Minnesota – Benefits: With computer-computer we will hit the greatest number of transactions with the least cost. Reduce paper forms and walk-in traffic. Barriers: Confusion over long term support. Would a vendor offer a CAT product? The very large carriers need an interface with their FMS; will that market be filled? (my impression is that large carrier FMS used to be in-house systems but are now migrating to off the shelf products.)

North Carolina – Benefits: Our large carriers could transmit their data directly to us (we need to meet with them to work out the details of what file format to use). Barriers: 1) the expense; 2) there are only 30 large carriers (though a lot of vehicles) that would be likely to use this capability. It is not clear that smaller companies would be interested. So it may be a problem obtaining taxpayer support because a large amount of funds would be used to benefit a small number of large carriers. Hopefully, we can partner with industry or another state.





New Jersey  - Benefits: Computer to computer interface allows ease of renewing fleets.   Hopefully, carriers will be able to use existing software for fleet management, so that is one question we will have for any vendor. Barriers: N/A, but possibly EDI or XML choice may become an issue.  State to state fleet questions.

Ohio – Benefits:  We don't know the demand, but assume an economy of scale benefit for large carriers, as they would be able to submit multiple transactions at one time. If the federal regulations were to change so that a computer-to-computer interface were not required, then we would need to determine the market need and re-evaluate. Minimal if any benefit for the State. Barriers: The up-front costs.  We need to be confident that there is a market need.

Oklahoma – Benefits: Saves keystrokes. It has been estimated that 600 keystrokes are required per vehicle. Also fewer mistakes. Speed is a major factor, especially with renewals. Barriers: It went very well. In the early 90's, we had a process of exchanging 8 track tapes containing flat files; this led to our EDI software development.


Pennsylvania – Benefits: We have not analyzed this yet. Barriers: Have not seen any prohibitive barriers.  We do have the issue of wanting to re-engineer our old IRP system.

Texas – Benefits: N/A. We don't have plans at this time to offer computer-computer, but it depends on the outcome of the business plan. We want to improve efficiency. We need to do the business plan first; we expect completion by the end of CY 2000. Barriers: Available funding, multiple-agency co-operation, technology issues, maintenance costs, completion of the study. The carriers will also need to endorse the plan.

Tennessee – Benefits: Eliminate redundant data entry.  Decrease walk-ins. The information regarding our contract is confidential. Barriers: Setting up TCP/IP lines, firewall inplace.  A TN statue specifies that EDI transactions shall use EFT.  We are going to a lockbox system that only takes checks.

Washington – Benefits: N/A We surveyed motor carriers and no one expressed a need. Barriers: Updating user software.  Expense, which would have to be born by the state.  EDI, in particular, is expensive.

Virginia – There is no market need nor identified partner for development. Barriers: Funding, priorities.

Carriers Comments:

Carrier - Benefits: It would save time, be more accurate, eliminate redundant data entry. We would still prefer direct access.

Carrier – Depends on the extent of the capability. If it were just for IRP renewals, it would not be worth the development effort. If the capability offered electronic credentialing, with no physical credentials, then we would be willing to invest $25-50K. Our main problem now is getting the credentials on the vehicles physically. If used web site, would not need IS staff involvement.

Carrier – Benefits: Eliminate redundancy; save time.

Carrier –Today, direct connections are often more effective with larger fleets.  Time savings for credential procurement is critical.

Carrier - Benefits: Cost reduction by eliminating duplicate data input and monumental increase in accuracy. This would be even greater if the interface is pushed back to the manufacturer - one-time entry of the VIN.

Carrier - We spend a ton of money. Some states are doing a wonderful job. Others are doing a terrible job. CVISN needs to be killed. The universe has changed. E-screening is a joke. Where is it working? Industry doesn't want it. Fuel taxes, registration fees are all now paid in advance, so why do weigh stations have to check? The basic premise doesn't stand up. Transponder technology is extremely expensive. The government should be looking at ways to improve efficiency. 

Five-six years ago when CVISN was being formed, we supported it. We are for the CVISN goals. But the innovative piece is missing. For example, we recently partnered with 6 companies to form and internet company; this process took only two months.  


Carrier - We process large transactions with similar data elements. We could possibly build interfaces to our legacy systems.





Carrier - Benefits: There would be less re-keying of data (both by carrier and state), and therefore greater accuracy. For us, there would not be a significant reduction in staff time, but there would be a significant benefit due to the improved accuracy.     

Carrier - Benefits: Because of the size of our fleet, volatility of data, it would be efficient to transmit data. It would be good to eliminate more of the human involvement in the process. For example, the problem with renewing via paper with IL is that our markups often do not get updated in the IL database.

We have been involved in industry groups; we know e-credentialing is coming. Carriers operate on a thin profit margin and won't be able to go to it if the cost is high. So far, e-credentialing is not a priority. There needs to be a business advantage. If states don't agree on some common format, it will be difficult for carriers to support multiple different systems. Frankly, most motor carriers are more technically advanced than states. If we send a tape to the state, we don't have to worry about firewalls, etc.

Barriers:  We would not want it if it required us to re-enter data.
Service Bureau Comments:

Service Bureau – We feel we would have more control with a web site.

Service Bureau - Computer-computer interface meets our needs and would enhance our business. 80% of motor carriers have less than 10 trucks. If the state were to go entirely to electronic credentialing, those carriers would have to go to someone to do the work. Our company would grow and advance. If paper were still an option, it is hard to say how much we would benefit.

Computer-computer would be easier for us to control and we would have more confidence in this method than the web interface.

The state doesn't have much money to devote to e-credentialing. It is uncertain whether the legislature would give them enough money to develop a computer-computer interface. We don't know if states will go along with computer-computer, though they seem to prefer it over the web now. There are issues regarding security on the web. It is also essential to make sure that full fees are collected.

Service Bureau – One-time data entry, fewer errors.  Would reduce workload.

Service Bureau - A computer to computer interface would be quicker and easier. We are interested in reducing operating overhead, labor, and cost of functionality. Our business is extremely manual labor intensive and we are interested in pursuing anything that would reduce costs. Our customers are cost-sensitive; we have not had a price increase since 1988.

We want to do EDI, but no one is agreeing to work with us. For example, we are interested in electronic interchange of fuel and mileage data from onboard computers, but people still prefer paper, rather than downloading data to us.

Service Bureau - Convenience and speed, less time consuming.

Service Bureau - We do not handle any transactions that are that large in volume. Currently, we handle transactions with states via paper, primarily by fax. For a CAT pilot with a state, we did experiment with the computer-computer interface for renewals..

Service Bureau –Easier for our personnel to handle. Either computer-computer or person-computer interface would be fine.
The problem is that paperwork must be submitted along with the application. This includes insurance certification and HVUT form 2290. Can this be handled electronically?  

Service Bureau – A computer-to-computer interface is faster and more efficient.

(States only: What would you be willing to invest to provide this capability to your motor carriers that wanted it?)
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S9-V3-C14-B8.  There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system. What do you think of this approach?
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States Comments:


California - We do not feel that his approach would make good business sense in California.  California is not sure where it would make any sense.  






Florida - This could work.  Carriers may not want to depend on the state database.


Georgia – If we are linking with the carrier anyway, it seems that we would want batch transfer in both directions.

Illinois - Yes, we are considering a similar approach. We think there are basically three approaches that should be implemented: computer-computer, web, Internet-based.

Kentucky - There is still an issue of a standard format. Perhaps a mapping application like Mercator could be used.

     It would be nice to have a web site where the user could either key in the data on forms or could hit a button to upload a file with multiple transactions to the state.

     A number of industry representatives have helped us and been extremely patient in the process of implementing e-credentialing. They have systems designed to print out the paper forms. They can then fax those forms to us and we'll send out the credentials tomorrow. We are asking them to re-enter the data into the CAT so we can do the process in a "technologically advanced" way. But the InterCAT is an added step. The users would like a system that is completely hands off.

New Jersey  - We want to receive the information from them in a batch mode for ease of administration, especially from bigger carriers and in turn to provide them ease of use.  Multiple data entry is a potential issue, depending upon how the  vendor sets up the system.  Auditing capacity is also needed.  A carrier survey may clarify.

Minnesota - Interesting for some customers, but it does not replace either the web or the computer-computer approach. Each option is suited to different scenarios. A web site would definitely be good for OS/OW, as a huge number of carriers request an OS/OW permit only once a year. It makes no sense for a small carrier to buy software to support this function. Computer-computer is better for annual large transactions, like IRP renewals.

North Carolina- Yes, we like this approach. Users could request a flat file via the web site and it would be sent to them electronically.

Ohio - This is a possible solution, if the software vendors build the capability into their products and if the carriers want it. File formats should be limited.


Oklahoma - There is no need for this in OK.  Our method provides the database update capability.









Pennsylvania - Sounds like a logical approach. AAMVA has a standard record layout that other states use. There are some differences in the fields, but 95% follows the standards. Having a standard format is very important.

Texas - Sounds flexible, may be a benefit to carriers.  Would have to determine the cost to implement and whether the carriers express a desire to use this capability.

Tennessee – If the large carriers wanted this, we would do it.

Virginia- No VA carriers have an FMS. The VA web site will provide a database capability, storing all the information the carrier needs for credentialing.  Before implementing such a capability, it would be necessary to determine whether there would be any benefit to the carriers. If the carrier is not going to interface their fleet management system with the state to send applications, what is the actual benefit that a carrier derives from ensuring the two databases are synchronized?

Washington - Not needed in WA. It would be great for users that have a fleet management system.

Other notes: There is a concern for data privacy on the part of the motor carriers. There is the concern that data is kept confidential. They don't want to deal with a third party. They want to be able to call the Washington State folks with problems. The government staff are able to view the transactions and they are the trouble shooters, not the contracted software developer.

Carriers Comments:

Carrier – Sounds like a good option.  Like this idea of application acknowledgement.

Carrier – Bring it on.

Carrier – It would be great to have a system that could handle all functions, various user sizes/needs. Our company does not represent the typical carrier. Most carriers have small-mid-size fleets and their needs should be considered as well.

     I prefer different interface methods for different situations. For large transactions (e.g. IRP renewal), uploading from our database to the state is the best method. It doesn't really matter whether the format is EDI, XML or fixed file format. For single transactions, the web interface is fine. The web approach may be the most practical and doable option for states to implement, and may be fine for most carriers.  We will begin piloting with a CAT soon for IRP.

     Another approach that works well for us is the direct 5250 connection with another state. We have a PC with Extra software and a dedicated line. It emulates the state's system; we function as a DMV site, with credential inventory. The state has this setup with dozens of carriers. We process 12K credentials annually with the state. We can also access the system via a dial-up connection for most functions (not printing credentials), thereby having multiple user stations simultaneously.

Vendors Comments:

Vendor - Our products currently have a capability to import data from ASCII text files.

We don't use a computer to computer and don't intend to. We use the web.

Vendor – This approach may be attractive to some.  The small carriers wouldn’t know what to do with the file.

Vendor – This is an interim step, but I believe a full computer-computer interface is what is really needed. If a user has a system in place, they would want to send data as well as receive it.

Vendor – This would work as a transitional approach for small fleets.

Vendor – This sounds like a good approach.  In particular, it would address the needs of the carriers in the medium (50-100) vehicle range.

Vendor – Might work for larger companies that have databases.

Vendor - This would be attractive to medium-large carriers, if the states were to have a web site. There is a gray area between 'medium' and 'large', mostly related to the size of the IT staff.

Vendor - This seems like an interim strategy towards automating. Computer-to-computer is the way to go.

Vendor – Ideal, if the database update file is in a form that could be used by anybody (e.g., MS Excel).  This would be very useful.

Vendor - Don't prefer this option. We would handle information on the web page without the confusion of dealing with an update file.

Service Bureaus Comments:

Service Bureau - This could work if the states agreed on the file format and the data elements.

Notes about states: We receive trip sheets from truckers, enter them in the system, get a printout, and enter the information on the tax forms. We would use a state web site only if we could verify their calculations. A state has given us a program on a disk for doing fuel tax, but there are bugs in the program, related to fuel surcharges. We make the correction manually, but have had problems with the states accepting it.

Regarding forms, it would save much time if all states used the same form. They are not even consistent about the alphabetical ordering of states! States will not accept a different form because they say different forms are too difficult for their people to handle.

Service Bureau - This option sounds good as it keeps service bureaus in the loop. The way I see this working is that a carrier could submit a supplemental application via the state web site, then the database update file would be sent by the state to the service bureau to synchronize their database.

Service Bureau – This approach sounds cumbersome.  It seems like an inefficient, penny-wise, pound-foolish approach.

Service Bureau – Yes, this is a good idea.  Carriers would like to have a better idea of what information the state has about their fleet and check that their records match.

Service Bureau - This approach would be acceptable. The relationship between the states and the customers should also be considered. We believe they would rather deal with a few service bureaus than many individual clients.

Service Bureau - This approach would work for larger carriers. We don't have a database. I like the idea of the state maintaining the database, with information updated daily and available via the state-operated web site. E-credentialing such also result in a reduction of data errors.

Service Bureau – This approach would be good.  We need a record of the transactions.

Service Bureau – This sounds like a good approach.  It may be futuristic for the major part of the industry.  Large carriers with computer systems on truck could benefit from this approach.

3. Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards

3.1 States

S10. One of the potential barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software (using a computer-to-computer interface) is that business processes vary from state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement?  Please comment.

California - To address an issue of this magnitude from an “easier on the vendor” perspective certainly does not impress the state.  While it maybe desirable to have uniform requirements, each state is governed by separate legislative processes.  To limit options for the sake of uniformity and limit the options available to individual states would not and could not be accomplished.  One standard that actually needs to be addressed to assist development at a national level is the issue of a “single identifier”.  The state would appreciate more effort in that direction. 

Florida –Every state has their own dynasty.  It would be hard to achieve uniformity. We were involved in the study lead by Georgia Technology Research Institute a year ago. Twelve states were involved and an operational study of each state was produced (Feb. 1998). One key product was a consolidated CVO application form; this could be the starting place for achieving uniformity. States could extract the information they want from the form. A common form would greatly simplify the process for carriers.

Georgia - Two years ago, Georgia participated with 12 other states in the Inter-Regional CVO Institutional Issues Work Group. We compared forms and developed a common form and data dictionary. Nothing has happened since then.

Illinois –Yes, desirable. Probably a longshot that it would ever happen. Jurisdictions don't want to be told what to do, by the feds or by other states. 

Kentucky - Yes, desirable. Possible? IFTA is more uniform than IRP. As long as we have state legislatures and different interest groups, uniformity is not likely. IRP has standard field lengths and that has worked well. The InterCAT for KY would probably work for other states with few modifications. It captures all the data elements. But IRP allows a state to add elements, and this causes problems. For RPC, the 17 states agreed to do things the same way.

Minnesota –I think this is possible, but it won't happen until enough pressure is applied within groups like IRP, Inc. and IFTA, Inc. We need to evolve to where everyone considers standards an essential part of the program. 

New Jersey –National Standards are always better. Whatever developed must be consistent with IRP/IFTA standards.   Some States allow refunds and other exceptions in the IRP Manuals. 

Maryland  - Each state has its own statutes. For example, some states may want more information on the cab card, depending on the state's law enforcement needs.

North Carolina - Yes

Ohio - Desirable but unlikely to happen. States will be reluctant to give up numerous key elements which are unique to them but which they feel are essential.

Oklahoma - There are always jurisdictional barriers.

Pennsylvania –We agree with standardization. Flexibility and the ability to change are important as well. 

Texas - Uniformity is always helpful; it makes things easier. However, there is a need to have flexibility among states.

Tennessee – This is pie-in-the-sky.  We would like uniformity.  But, for example, all 50 states calculate IFTA fees differently.  State legislatures dictate the taxes and fees.

Virginia - Desirable, yes.  Possible, no.  Attempts at standardizing processes have been going on forever.

Washington - Not possible. We have been trying for quite some time. 

    What we plan to do is part of the SAFER format. For example, in WA, carriers are required to pay a $10 motor inspection fee. About $5-6 million is collected annually. If you subscribe to SAFER, you could export this type of data as well as the preset information. As another example, suppose a WA-registered vehicle spends 50% of its time in WA, 25% in CA, 25% in OR. CA and OR receive the appropriate fees, but they cannot get information from the Clearinghouse as to what the vehicle is licensed to haul. The Clearinghouses are set up to transfer money and deal with fees. There is none of this type of information in the CH. States are not joining the Clearinghouse because it does them no good; they are not getting the information needed. In our CVIEW, we are dealing more with SAFER than the Clearinghouse, and are building the capability to upload such information.

Would your state be willing to participate in a working group to develop more uniform processes?  What barriers do you see to the success of such a group?  What suggestions do you have for structuring the group(s).  Please comment.
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Georgia – We have previously participated in a group.  We are working informally with N. Carolina and S. Carolina, revisiting the common form and other products of the Institutional Issues project.

Illinois – Through IRP, Inc., we are currently working on uniformity issues, such as trying to decide on a limited number of factors for determining fee schedules. Barriers include time, commitments, travel funds. The group should consist of representatives from large states, small states, medium states, and representing different regions as well. Industry should be included, to a lesser extent (1 or 2 large carriers, 1 or 2 medium, 1 or 2 small).

Kentucky - Yes, we would like to be involved because it affects us. Barriers include that our hands are tied by laws and regulations; this is 75% of the problem. The other 25% of the problem is that while everybody agrees that uniformity is good, they want it according to their rules.

Minnesota – We have participated in working groups in the past. For most credentials, the organizations already exist; the issues just have to be hashed out. A governing body is needed for OS/OW, as there is currently no standards organization that could provide a form. The requirements are very unique to each state. For OS/OW, we need to start at a very high level, like the envelope requirements, and allow the states to be more specific within those constraints. Then, as we did for IRP and IFTA, we would slowly work toward uniform standards.

New Jersey – We are willing to exchange information with others to develop the standards.

North Carolina - Yes. Our applications manager has made presentations in Canada and nationwide regarding our system and requesting support from others.

Barriers are that each representative in the working group is likely to have strong opinions. FMSCA within CVISN program should be the ones to determine the way to go. For example, we are studying technical alternatives now (e.g., Java vs. C++ vs. HTML) and once we make a decision, we won't want to change.

We were involved a year or two ago in an interregional workshop sponsored by the Georgia Technology Research Institute in which states developed a core set of 320 data elements. This was accepted by all participating states and was supposed to be integrated into CVISN. What happened to this?

Ohio - Yes. There are existing groups already e.g. IRP and IFTA which should not be duplicated. There probably should be multiple groups, corresponding to the multiple processes.

Oklahoma - Participation would be up to the commission. There are state and institutional barriers. In the 90's, we participated in the COVE study, which supported the idea of "invisible borders". A truck could drive from California to New York, have credentials/safety checked, but never be detained. Of the 7 states participating, only Oklahoma was successful.  Several states ran into institutional problems of releasing information.

If there were to be another study / working group, it should address the institutional barriers up front.

Pennsylvania – PA would be interested. We could bring a lot of knowledge and experience to the table. Barriers: for IRP, no uniform standards. States have different IRP systems. We have been involved in the I-95 Corridor Coalition and the states have different systems and internal obstacles to uniformity. Structure: should include administrators, technical people, industry reps., people experienced in IRP, e-commerce.

Tennessee - Yes. Our systems people especially would be very interested. Barriers include fact that some jurisdictions won't change.

     The working group should include systems people as participants but not as group leaders, as computer people are not always aware of business processes. The participants must be dedicated and attend meetings consistently.

Texas - Our Motor Carrier Division already participates in various working groups under AASHTO, WASHTO, and SASHTO including a multi-state permit working group. We also have provided inputs to IRP, Inc. and have worked in AAMVA efforts. Yes, we would be willing as a state to participate in another working group.

     Barriers include actually producing change. It is hard to change established business processes. Regarding the structure, there should be representatives from the various business units in each state. The participation by the subject experts is essential. Another problem is the location of meetings; some participants would need funding for out of state travel. Participation from other stakeholders or the state association representative, depending on the charge of the working group, is also a key factor.

Virginia - Not interested in another new group.  There are groups for IRP and IFTA

Washington – The state would not do it willingly, as they would see it as fruitless.

S11. What additional standards for electronic credentialing would be valuable to your state?

Please explain or comment on your choices.  Describe how the standards would benefit you.
California - All CVO credentials should be able to utilize the EDI standards that have already been established.  Commitments have been made to these standards from the initiation of the CVISN project because they constituted the established approach.  To change now would be very disruptive and whatever the substitute standard is would most likely require the same high level of commitment already expended for EDI.

Florida – Don’t know enough about XML to comment.

Georgia -  Cannot determine until we are farther along in the process.  For the web development, we expect to use HTML or XML.

Illinois - I am not qualified to answer this.

     We will be implementing the computer-computer interface using EDI; this was selected by our computer people, due to industry input and because it is a standard.

     Use of standards is important to carriers. Most carriers deal with only one state, but large carriers may deal with more than one.

Kentucky – EDI works fine.  If XML is more efficient, then we should do that, but don’t know at this time.

New Jersey – No pressing need in any particular choice.  XML may be useful, but EDI is sufficiently adaptable.

Minnesota - We would like to see standards for XML. It would be easier for smaller and mid-size carriers to implement an XML extraction routine. These carriers typically do not have EDI translators.

     We would consider providing both an EDI and XML interface, as long as the data elements were the same, so that the back-end processes would not have to be modified.

Maryland  - If there is a move to XML, then we need standards for XML for all credentials for which we now have EDI standards. Business processes are already defined for IRP (IRP, Inc.) and IFTA (IFTA, Inc.). Not sure whether we need standards for Vehicle Titling.

North Carolina - We have agreed to meet or exceed the CVISN Level 1 requirements, as specified in the COACH. We would prefer that the CVISN architecture accepts XML, but we will build toward EDI. To support the states in the I-95 Corridor, we would implement XML, if they chose that method. To meet national requirements, we would implement EDI also.

Texas – We are not experienced enough with XML to comment.

Tennessee - Don't know. Whatever would support uniformity throughout. We are not members of the Clearinghouses now because the data formats are different and there is a lack of uniformity.

Virginia - No needs.

S12. If you identified standards in the previous question, then what organizations should establish and maintain the credentials-related standards?

Florida – ANSI

Georgia –  JHU/APL should coordinate, regardless of which organization maintains.  

Maryland  - AAMVA

Minnesota – IRP, IFTA, AASHTO

New Jersey – AAMVA is looking at standards and should be considered for its leadership.

Texas – USDOT/FMCSA

Tennessee – IRP, IFTA, AASHTO, NMVTIS
3.2 Vendors

V9. One of the barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software is that business processes vary for state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement? Have you had any experience with states changing their policy and procedures to accept a company 'standard' format?  Please comment.

Vendor - We have had experience with states changing their policies and procedures; in such cases, we need to update our forms. Though it would be desirable, we do not envision that business processes across states will become more uniform.

Vendor – States do not change.  To get a standard approach, it would have to be mandated and lobbied.
Vendor - States do not like to give up control. It would not be possible to obtain agreement without an act of congress (literally).

Vendor – The more uniformity, the better.  It is a lost cause for fuel tax. 

Vendor - We have no experience with states changing their policy / procedures for us. It is the other way around; the states tell us what they will accept. Our products are not tailored to states now. For example, the IFTA information is presented in generic form and the carrier selects what tax rates apply to the states in which they operate. Yes it would be desirable to have standards.

Vendor - Any standards across states would be desirable to vendors and customers alike, as it is difficult to manage differences.  No, we don't have experience with states changing policies; we are just starting in the credentialing area.

Vendor – I could not express enough enthusiasm for improved uniform standards across states.  States change their forms and rules constantly.
Vendor - Each state has some unique business rules. It would take an extra staff person to keep up with compliance changes. It would be much better to have standards.

Vendor - Yes, standards are desirable. Currently, we produce different forms for each state. IRP and IFTA forms are easier now than in the 80's, but there are still minor problems with box sizes, font sizes, etc. For minor modifications required so that the form would print on a computer, we have received approval, easily, from the states.

Vendor - It is unlikely that states would standardize business processes. If they did, the result would probably be so complex that it would not be adhered to (as is the case with the EDI standards).

V10. Do we need any additional standards for electronic credentialing? Please explain or comment on your choices.

Vendor – No point in mandating another standard.

Vendor - We would advise staying away from XML. It took lots of time to set up the EDI standards; now they are done and provide an infrastructure. Use of the EDI standards would facilitate integration.
Vendor – It sounds as though people are going to XML. Companies think EDI is outdated.

Vendor - XML standards would be needed if the CVISN architecture requirements change. EDI may be a standard, but everybody applies it differently. Business processes are influenced / forced by the software.
Vendor – XML is still a gray area.  I would not recommend a change; there is no clear advantage now.

Vendor – Our primary concern now is with web standards.  The applications should work on all browsers.

Vendor - If business process standards existed, EDI would not be such a nightmare. The complexity of EDI makes it very expensive to implement and therefore very costly to the customer.

V11. What organization should be responsible for the credentials-related standards?

Vendor – Committee involving multiple organizations.  ATA as the lead.

Vendor - ANSI

Vendor – Governing organizations should lead the effort with input from industry (ATA) and vendors.
Vendor - Probably a committee with representation from several of these organizations, particularly ANSI / IEEE and USDOT.

Vendor – IRP, IFTA –  All organizations should ultimately answer to the USDOT.
Vendor – No strong preference, probably government or standards committee.

4. Comments & Suggestions on survey (from Interviewee Forms)
Do you believe that this completed survey accurately reflects your organization’s preference for electronic credentialing?
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• Problem Statement

• Survey Overview

• Goals for Electronic Credentialing
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• Fleet Management System including a CAT Module

• Dual Interface: Web Site & Computer-to-Computer
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[image: image68.emf]Summary Problem Statement

• The current CVISN architecture (as baselined in 1996) specifies the

use of EDI for computer-to-computer interfaces to support electronic

credentialing.

• Since 1996, web-sites have emerged as a widely available, lower-

cost alternative to an EDI-based architecture.

• Also, XML is an emerging technology with great potential to provide

a computer-to-computer interface.

• The CVISN architecture needs to be modified to accommodate new

technologies, but several potentially viable options are available.

• The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) plans to

survey stakeholders to determine which modifications are most

likely to be supported by the stakeholder community.
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[image: image69.emf]Detailed Problem Statement

• Extremely rapid changes have taken place in electronic commerce

technology in the past few years.  FMCSA is taking a survey to gather

additional data to determine if there is a need to adjust the CVISN

architecture to respond to these technological changes.

• The current CVISN architecture specifies the use of EDI for a computer-to-

computer interface.  EDI standards now exist for e-credentialing and the

technology is proven.  However, EDI requires a significant investment to

install and maintain.

• Electronic commerce in many industries is migrating to the web-site-based

solutions, and web-related technologies are maturing.  Web-based

capabilities offer less mature electronic credentialing capabilities, but at

potentially reduced cost.  Emerging technologies and techniques provide

promise for more flexible and more affordable solutions for a range of needs.

• One emerging technology with great potential is XML, a data tagging

technique that is expanding use of the web in several industries.  However,

there are currently no specific standards for using XML to support electronic

credentialing.  So we are now in a situation with multiple options for CVISN

electronic credentialing deployment, each with strengths and weaknesses.

The survey is intended to help sort out these options.

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image70.emf]Survey Purpose

• The survey is intended to determine state, motor carrier, software vendor,

and service provider preferences for deployment of electronic credentialing

capabilities.  In particular, the information will help formulate priorities and

architectural guidelines in the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and

Networks (CVISN) Program.

• The primary, underlying question to be answered by the survey is:  “Is there

a market/need for a computer-to-computer interface between motor carriers

and states to support e-credentialing.  Or, would a person-to-computer

interface provided via a state-operated web-site meet all motor carrier

requirements for e-credentialing.”

• If the answer to the primary question is “Yes, there is a market/need for

computer-computer interface”, then there is a secondary question:  “What

technology should be used for the computer-to-computer interface.  In

particular, should it be ANSI X12 EDI, XML, an ad hoc flat file, a combination

or something else?”

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory

Page 5

E-Credentialing Preferences Survey Background

[image: image71.emf]Survey Approach

• Develop specific questionnaires for 4 categories of interviewees

• States

• Motor Carriers

• Fleet Management Software Vendors

• Service Bureaus

• Conduct phone interviews with ~ 10 of each category

• Interview Team is composed of staff from

• Johns Hopkins Advanced Physics Laboratory (APL)

• Mitretek Systems

• Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)

Summary
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[image: image72.emf]Terminology -- Summary

• CVISN

• Electronic Credentialing

• Computer-to-computer interface

• Person-to-computer interface

• Open Interface Standard

• EDI (Electronic Data Interchange)

• Proprietary Interface

• Local Area Networks (LANs)

• Wide Area Networks (WANs)

• Value-Added Networks (VANs)

• The Internet

• The World Wide Web (WWW or The Web)

• HTML (Hypertext Markup Language)

• XML (eXtensible Markup Language)

• EDI Over the Internet

Refresher - Terminology

Terminology

In order to get accurate

information from the

survey, it is important that

we use common

terminology.  Definitions

are included in the

Terminology section at the

end of this presentation.

Please review the

definitions of any terms

unclear to you and ask for

clarification from the

interviewer.
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[image: image73.emf]Guiding Principles for Electronic Credentialing

• Electronic information will be used in place of paper documents for

the administration of CVO credential and tax requirements.

• Authorized users will be able to electronically

exchange credential and tax-related information

and funds via open standards and transmission

options.

• The information needed to administer tax and credential programs

involving carriers, drivers, and vehicles will be available to

authorized officials, on a need-to-know basis.

• Individual jurisdictions, or their designated agent, will be the

authoritative source of information on credentials they issue.

Summary

As approved by ITS America.
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[image: image74.emf]Technical

Approach

Person-to- Computer InterfaceComputer-to- Computer Interface Notes Web Site Yes �   Could use either HTML or XML PC CAT Yes �   Personal Computer Carrier Automated Transaction System �   Could be either EDI or XML interface CAT Module Yes �   A CAT capability integrated into a fleet management package �   Could be either EDI or XML interface Dual Yes Yes �   C-to-C Interface could be either EDI or XML interface Hybrid Yes Partial �   C- toC Interface could be either EDI or XML interface

Primary Alternatives for Electronic Credentialing
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[image: image75.emf]Carrier

State

Credentialing

Systems with

Web Site

A state Web site approach provides a

 person-to-computer interface.

World Wide Web

HTML or XML, HTTP

No credentialing

standards required.

Web 

Browser

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

States can provide electronic credentialing using a web site.  The carrier

would access the web site using a commercial browser (e.g., Netscape)

and manually enter the required data.
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[image: image76.emf]Carrier

Or Service Bureau

State

A stand-alone CAT (PC CAT) provides a

computer-to-computer interface.

Internet,

Dial-up, or VAN

EDI credentialing

standards exist.

XML credentialing

guidelines could be

developed. 

PC CAT

PC CAT

Optional use

for state

branch offices

Credentialing 

Systems

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

A carrier would enter vehicle information using the PC CAT, where it

would be stored on the PC.  The PC CAT would exchange

credentialing information with the state using standards.
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[image: image77.emf]Carrier

State

A CAT module could be integrated into

 existing fleet management systems to provide a

computer-to-computer interface

Internet, 

Dial-up, or VAN

EDI credentialing

standards exist.

XML credentialing

guidelines could be

developed.

Fleet

Management

System

(including CAT

Module)

Credentialing

Systems

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

CAT credentialing capabilities are integrated in carrier Fleet

Management Systems (FMS) that already contain carrier and vehicle

related information needed for credentialing and use EDI for financial

information. The CAT module in the FMS would exchange credentialing

information with the state using standards.
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[image: image78.emf]Carrier 1

State

Credentialing

Systems with 

Web Site

Dual Interface: A state could implement both

 a Web site and a computer-to-computer interface.

This approach gives carriers a choice of options.  It provides the

benefits of both interface types, at additional cost to the state.

World Wide Web

HTML or XML, HTTP

Web 

Browser

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

PC CAT or

CAT Module

E-mail or FTP

EDI / XML / 

other file format

Carrier 2
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[image: image79.emf]Carrier

State

Credentialing

Systems with 

Web Site

Hybrid Interface: A Web site approach could incorporate

a one-way computer-to-computer element.

Transactions are submitted via the web, but the user could request a

computer processable response from the state that would enable the carrier to

update their database.  This may provide many of the benefits of a full

computer-to-computer interface at reduced cost.

World Wide Web

HTML or XML, HTTP

Web 

Browser

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

FMS

Database

E-mail or FTP

EDI / XML / 

other file format
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[image: image80.emf]Summary:

Current FMCSA Strategy for Electronic Credentialing

• FMCSA currently

• requires an ANSI X12 EDI computer-to-computer interface

and also

• recommends a person-to-computer (i.e., a web site) interface

• In cooperation with states and other stakeholders, FMCSA is

evaluating this policy to determine the need for change.

Summary
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Appendix C

Overview

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey

Overview

This survey is intended to help determine stakeholder preferences for deployment of electronic credentialing capabilities.  In particular, the information will help formulate priorities and architectural guidelines in the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Program. 

The survey consists of separate questionnaires for four types of stakeholders:

· States

· Fleet Management System (FMS) Vendors

· Motor Carriers

· Service Bureaus

There is also a one-page questionnaire for each interviewee to collect their address, position and other background information.

A background slide presentation is provided that describes terminology and concepts related to e-credentialing.

Survey Purpose

The primary, underlying question to be answered by the survey is:  “Is there a market/need for a computer-to-computer interface between motor carriers and states to support e-credentialing.  Or, would a person-to-computer interface provided via a state-operated web-site meet all motor carrier requirements for e-credentialing.”  

If the answer to the primary question is “Yes, there is a market/need for computer-computer interface”, then there is a secondary question:  “What technology should be used for the computer-to-computer interface.  In particular, should it be ANSI X12 EDI, XML, an ad hoc flat file, a combination or something else?”

Extremely rapid changes have taken place in electronic commerce technology in the past few years.  This survey is seeking additional data to determine if there is a need to adjust the CVISN architecture to respond to these technological changes.  The current CVISN architecture specifies the use of ANSI X12 EDI for a computer-to-computer interface.  EDI standards now exist for e-credentialing and the technology has been demonstrated in several states.  However, EDI requires a significant investment to install and maintain.  Electronic commerce in many industries is migrating to web-site-based solutions, and web-related technologies are maturing.  Web-based capabilities potentially offer reduced cost.  Emerging technologies and techniques provide promise for more flexible and more affordable solutions for a range of needs.   One emerging technology with great potential is XML, a data tagging technique that is expanding use of the web in several industries.  However, there are currently no specific standards for using XML to support electronic credentialing.  So we are now in a situation with multiple options for CVISN electronic credentialing deployment, each with strengths and weaknesses.  This survey is intended to help sort out these options.

This survey is focussed on the larger carrier because that is where the primary issue lies.  There is general agreement that smaller carriers will prefer to use e-credentialing web sites as states begin to offer them.  Only larger carriers are likely to see value in the additional investment required to have a computer-to-computer interface based on ANSI X.12 EDI or XML standard interfaces for e-credentialing.  Web based processing is more affordable for small and medium carriers having a low volume of infrequent transactions.

The vendor and motor carrier information collected by this survey will be held as proprietary information unless the provider provides written permission for other usage.  The results will only be reported in aggregate as general comments and statistics and not attributed to specific companies.

Survey Process

The plan is to interview up to 10-each of states, FMS software vendors, motor carriers and motor carrier service bureaus.  The states with the largest number of interstate commercial vehicle registrations will be selected for interviewing.  Ten of the largest FMS vendors, motor carriers and service bureaus will be selected.  

The survey process will proceed as follows:

· An initial phone call will be made to request participation and schedule a time for a phone interview.  Interviews will require an hour or so.

· An e-mail package of the background material and questionnaire will be sent to the interviewee.

· The interviewee should look through the background presentation to become familiar with e-credentialing terms used in the survey.  

· The interviewee should quickly review the questions.  They should not attempt to actually complete the survey at this time.  However, they should invite any additional people necessary to answer the questions to the phone interview.

· The interview will be conducted over the phone.  The interviewer will begin by quickly reviewing the background presentation and answering any general questions the interviewee has.

· The interviewer will fill out the questionnaire form as the interview proceeds.

· Some of the questions require quantitative data.  The interviewer will request that this data be gathered and e-mailed or faxed later.  If possible, the quantitative data (e.g., number of carriers and vehicles) should be filled in off-line by referring to reports rather than just estimated.

· It is possible that the interview may need to be conducted in more than one session, possibly with multiple participants to get the benefit of knowledge in different areas of expertise.   Additional follow-up interviews will be scheduled if required.

For Further Information
For more background in electronic credentialing, please visit the APL CVISN web site (www.jhuapl.edu/CVISN/ ).  In particular, read the CVISN Guide to Credentials Administration (www.jhuapl.edu/CVISN/downdocs/index.html ). See the World Wide Web Consortium architecture domain for XML related developments at www.w3.org/xml.

Appendix D

States

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey

State Interview Questions

State
 


	


Interviewees


	




(Please fill in the separate 1-page Interviewee Background form for each interviewee.)

Interviewer


	


Date

	


This questionnaire will be used as the basis for telephone interviews.  Its questions cover several areas:

1-3
Motor Carrier Population Characteristics

4-9
Electronic Credentialing Plans

10-12
Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards

13
Suggestions for Other Survey Participants

Motor Carrier Population Characteristics

1.  Please enter the following commercial vehicle operations statistics for your state. By 'commercial vehicles', we mean power units over 26,000 pounds.
	Number of motor carriers based in your state
	

	Approximate number of registered interstate commercial vehicles based in your state
	

	Approximate number of registered intrastate commercial vehicles located in your state
	

	Approximate revenue from CV registration fees
	$

	Approximate revenue from CV fuel taxes
	$

	Approximate number of licensed commercial drivers
	


2.  How large are your carriers in terms of number of vehicles?  If possible, base this on reports from your registration systems.  (Note: These are the detailed categories used by the FMCSA Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS).)

	Number of Power Units
	Number of Carriers
	Total Number of Vehicles 

	1
	
	

	2-3
	
	

	4-6
	
	

	7-8
	
	

	9-11
	
	

	12-14
	
	

	15-17
	
	

	18-20
	
	

	21-23
	
	

	24-28
	
	

	29-32
	
	

	33-38
	
	

	39-44
	
	

	45-55
	
	

	56-75
	
	

	76-100
	
	

	101-200
	
	

	201-300
	
	

	301-400
	
	

	401-550
	
	

	551-999
	
	

	1000-2000
	
	

	2001-3000
	
	

	3001-4000
	
	

	4001-5000
	
	

	Over 5000
	
	


Source of data: _                                                                                                   _

If you do not have the information in the detailed categories specified in the table above, use the following table and enter whatever categories for which you have information.

	Number of Power Units
	Number of Carriers
	Total Number of Vehicles 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.  Roughly how many credentialing transactions of each type do you process annually?

	Transaction Type
	Number of Transactions

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


Electronic Credentialing Plans

4.  Do you currently offer or plan to offer electronic credentialing via a web site or a computer-to-computer interface within the next 3 years? 

	


Comment/Caveat: 

	


For which credentials?  

	Transaction Type
	Web Site
	EDI (Comp-to-Comp)
	XML

(Comp-to-Comp)
	Other

	IRP Renewal
	
	
	
	

	IRP Supplemental
	
	
	
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	
	
	
	

	IFTA Registration
	
	
	
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	
	
	
	

	OS/OW Permits
	
	
	
	

	Intrastate Registration
	
	
	
	

	Vehicle Title
	
	
	
	

	HAZMAT
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	


What is the status of these plans?  For example, do you have a written plan?  Has funding been obtained?  Has a subcontractor been selected?  When do you expect to have an operational capability?

	


5.  Do you think that the larger carriers in your state have different credentialing needs than the smaller carriers? Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided web site for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface? Please comment.

	


6.  If you offer or plan to offer a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why?  What benefits does this hold for you and your customers? 

	


What would you be willing to invest to provide this capability to your motor carriers that wanted it?  (Assume these could be in-house staff or contractors.)

	Cost Range
	Check One 

	< 0.5 staff-year
	

	0.5 – 2 staff years
	

	3-5 staff years
	

	6-10 staff years
	

	> 10 staff-years
	


7.  If you don’t plan to offer a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why not?

	


8.  What do you see as the barriers to providing this capability?

	


9.  There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system. 

What do you think of this approach?

	


Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards

10.  One of the potential barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software (using a computer-to-computer interface) is that business processes vary from state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement?  Please comment.

	


Would your state be willing to participate in a working group to develop more uniform processes?  What barriers do you see to the success of such a group?  What suggestions do you have for structuring the group(s).  Please comment.

	


11.  What additional standards for electronic credentialing would be valuable to your state?  (Note that the second column elaborates on the previous question.)

	Transaction Type
	Business Process Standards
	EDI Stnds
	XML Stnds
	Other Standards

	IRP Renewal
	
	Existing
	
	

	IRP Supplemental
	
	Existing
	
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	
	Existing
	
	

	IFTA Registration
	
	Existing
	
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	
	Existing
	
	

	OS/OW Permits
	
	Existing
	
	

	Intrastate Registration
	
	Existing
	
	

	Vehicle Title
	
	Existing
	
	

	HAZMAT
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	


Please explain or comment on your choices.  Describe how the standards would benefit you.

	


12.  If you identified standards in the previous question, then what organizations should establish and maintain the credentials-related standards?  (for example: AAMVA, AASHTO, ASTM, ATA, ANSI, IEEE, ITS America, USDOT/FMCSA, …)

	Transaction Type
	Recommended Organization(s)  to Manage Standards

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


Suggestions for Other Survey Participants

13.  We plan to interview motor carrier service bureaus and motor carriers also.  Please list up to 10 of the service bureaus that do the most business in your state.

	
	Motor Carrier Service Bureau

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	

	4
	

	5
	

	6
	

	7
	

	8
	

	9
	

	10
	


If possible, please run a report from your registration system to list all the carriers that have more than 100 vehicles in your state.   Report provided?
_            _

Appendix E

Vendors

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey  

Fleet Management System Vendor Interview Questions

Company
 


	


Interviewees


	




(Please fill in the separate 1-page Interviewee Background form for each interviewee.)

Interviewer


	


Date

	


This questionnaire will be used as the basis for telephone interviews.  Its questions cover several areas:


1-6
Electronic Credentialing Market Assessment


7-8
Rough-Order-of-Magnitude Estimates for Development Costs

9-11
Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards


12-15
Company Characteristics


16-19
Produce Characteristics

Electronic Credentialing Market Assessment

1. What types of electronic credentialing transactions do you think your customer base would like to have supported by your products?  

	Transaction Type
	(Yes or No)

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


2. Do you have any evidence that smaller carriers would prefer to use a state-provided web site (being planned by many states) for e-credentialing and larger ones would prefer to use a computer-to-computer interface?  Please comment.

	


3. There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system. 

What do you think of this approach?

	


4. Would you consider adding a capability to support electronic credentialing to your product in the next 1-2 years?

_            _
Why or why not?

	


5. Would you be interested in developing an e-credentialing capability for your product at your own expense as part of a partnership effort with a few states and motor carriers?   (There are tentative plans to initiate such an effort in the next six months.)  _            _
Why or why not?

	


6. As a rough order of magnitude, how much additional might you charge customers per year for an additional e-credentialing capability? 

	Annual Incremental Price Range
	Check One

	< $1K
	

	$1K - $5K
	

	$5K - $10K
	

	> $10K
	


Rough-Order-of-Magnitude Estimates for Development Costs

7. As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement a computer-to-computer e-credentialing capability as part of your product? 

	Cost Range
	Check One

	< 0.5 staff-year
	

	0.5 – 2 staff years
	

	2-5 staff years
	

	> 5 staff-years
	


8. As a rough order of magnitude, how much effort do you estimate it would take to implement the capability to read a computer database update message e-credentialing capability as part of your product?  (The hybrid approach.)

	Cost Range
	Check One

	< 0.5 staff-year
	

	0.5 – 2 staff years
	

	2-5 staff years
	

	> 5 staff-years
	


Need for Electronic Credentialing Standards
9. One of the barriers to carriers and fleet management software vendors developing e-credentialing software is that business processes vary for state-to-state, even for “standardized” programs like IRP and IFTA.  Is it desirable and possible to make credentialing business processes across states more uniform?  Perhaps having a standard process with a limited number of options states could implement? Have you had any experience with states changing their policy and procedures to accept a company 'standard' format?  Please comment.

	


10. Do we need any additional standards for electronic credentialing?  Please indicate which ones in the following table.

	Transaction Type
	Business Process Standards
	EDI Stnds
	XML Stnds
	Other Standards

	IRP Renewal
	
	Existing
	
	

	IRP Supplemental
	
	Existing
	
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	
	Existing
	
	

	IFTA Registration
	
	Existing
	
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	
	Existing
	
	

	OS/OW Permits
	
	Existing
	
	

	Intrastate Registration
	
	Existing
	
	

	Vehicle Title
	
	Existing
	
	

	HAZMAT
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	

	Other:
	
	
	
	



Please explain or comment on your choices.

	


11. What organization should be responsible for the credentials-related standards?  (for example: AAMVA, ASTM, AASHTO, ATA, ANSI, FMCSA, IEEE, ITS-A, USDOT, …)

	Transaction Type
	Recommended Organization(s)  to Manage Standards

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


Company Characteristics
12. Approximately how many interstate motor carrier customers do you have?
               _            _  
13. Approximately how many intrastate motor carrier customers do you have?
               _            _
14. Approximately how many different states are your customers located in?  _            _
15. How big are your customers in terms of number of vehicles?  (Note: These are the detailed categories used by the FMCSA Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS).)

	Number of Vehicles
	Number of Customers

	1
	

	2-3
	

	4-6
	

	7-8
	

	9-11
	

	12-14
	

	15-17
	

	18-20
	

	21-23
	

	24-28
	

	29-32
	

	33-38
	

	39-44
	

	45-55
	

	56-75
	

	76-100
	

	101-200
	

	201-300
	

	301-400
	

	401-550
	

	551-999
	

	1000-2000
	

	2001-3000
	

	3001-4000
	

	4001-5000
	

	Over 5000
	


If you do not have the information in the detailed categories specified in the table above, use the following table and enter whatever categories for which you have information.

	Number of Vehicles
	Number of Customers

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


16. How would you characterize your primary customer base in terms of type of operation and other characteristics?  (e.g., TL, LTL, revenue, regional, …)

	 


Product Characteristics
17. What types of functions do your fleet management system products provide?  (Please add any significant missing functions.)

	Function
	(Yes or No)

	Load Advertising & Finding
	

	Order Acceptance
	

	Load Planning
	

	Scheduling
	

	Routing & Dispatch
	

	Freight Documentation
	

	Vehicle & Load Tracking
	

	Fuel Tax Calculation
	

	Fleet Maintenance
	

	Billing & Payment
	

	Payroll
	

	Accounting
	

	Driver Scheduling
	

	Driver Logs
	

	Driver Performance, Safety & Accident Analysis
	

	Sales Analysis
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


18. What technologies does your product(s) use?

	Technology
	Product 1
	Product 2
	Product 3

	Mainframe/Server/Workstation
	
	
	

	Platform Type (e.g. AS 400)
	
	
	

	Operating System
	
	
	

	Client Server Architecture
	
	
	

	Commercial DBMS
	
	
	

	GUI
	
	
	

	EDI
	
	
	

	World Wide Web Enabled
	
	
	

	XML
	
	
	


19. What is the general price range of your product for a comprehensive set of capabilities used by your “typical” customer? 

	Annual Product Price Range
	Check One

	< $5K
	

	$5K - $10K
	

	$10K - $25K
	

	$25K - $50K
	

	$50K - $100K
	

	> $100K
	


If you would like to provide background on your pricing structure, please do so.  For example, is it based on the size of the carrier?  Type of platform?  Number of features included?  Other?
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Carriers

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey
Motor Carrier Interview Questions

Carrier
 


	


Interviewees


	




(Please fill in the separate 1-page Interviewee Background form for each interviewee.)

Interviewer


	


Date

	


This questionnaire will be used as the basis for telephone interviews.  Its questions cover several areas:

1-7 
Company Characteristics 

8-13
Electronic Credentialing Preferences

Company Characteristics
1. How many interstate vehicles do you operate?  

	Type
	Number

	Tractors
	

	Trailers
	

	Converter Gears
	


2. How many intrastate vehicles do you operate? 

	Type
	Number

	Tractors
	

	Trailers
	

	Converter Gears
	


3. In how many states?   








	


Do you have fleets based in multiple states?


_            _
4. What is your approximate annual revenue?


_$                    _
5. What is the size of your information systems department?
 _              Staff_
6. Do you have a Fleet Management System?

 _            _ 

What functions does it support?

	Function
	(Yes or No)

	Load Advertising & Finding
	

	Order Acceptance
	

	Load Planning
	

	Scheduling
	

	Routing & Dispatch
	

	Freight Documentation
	

	Vehicle & Load Tracking
	

	Fuel Tax Calculation
	

	Fleet Maintenance
	

	Billing & Payment
	

	Payroll
	

	Accounting
	

	Driver Scheduling
	

	Driver Logs
	

	Driver Performance, Safety & Accident Analysis
	

	Sales Analysis
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


7. If you have a Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) Fleet Management System, who is the vendor?


	


What is your approximate annual cost (assume this is approximate annual service cost exclusive of initial installation or amortized set up cost)?
 _             _ 

8. Do you rely on the state or on your own system for maintaining vehicle inventory data? Do you see a benefit in an integrated database?

	 


Electronic Credentialing Preferences
9. Roughly how many credentialing transactions of each type do you have annually?

	Transaction Type
	Number of Transactions

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	1

	IFTA Tax Filing
	4

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


10. How do you submit applications for credentials now? (e.g., in-person, mail, FAX, electronic file transfer, e-mail, service vendor)  Do you have to enter data redundantly?
	 


What are the weaknesses in this method?
	 


What level of effort, staff time, or cost do you associate with applying for credentials?
	 


Suppose that a state provided a web site that would allow you to enter all of your business and vehicle information on a form. The information could then be transmitted directly to the appropriate agencies via the web.

Would you use a state-provided web site to submit transactions to apply for credentials?
_             _
Comment/Caveat: 

	


For which credentials?  __
	Transaction Type
	(Yes or No)

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


11. Even if a web site existed for each state you operate in, would you prefer to use computer-to-computer interfaces for credentialing? 


_            _
If yes, how much extra would you be willing to pay annually to have this capability added to your fleet management software package?   


_            _
Please rate these questions on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being 'mildly supportive of the standard and not willing to invest' and 5 being 'strongly supportive and planning to invest'.












1                      5

If yes, should the interface be defined using an open standard? 
_  I    I    I    I   _

· Would you prefer an EDI interface? 



_  I    I    I    I   _
· Would you prefer an XML interface? 



_  I    I    I    I   _
· Would you prefer some other open interface?


_  I    I    I    I   _
Which one?

 _                                                                           _
Please explain the reasons for your interface preferences.

	 


12. If you want a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why?  What benefits does this hold for you?

	 


If you don’t want a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why not?

	 


13. There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system. 

What do you think of this approach?

	


Appendix G

Service Bureaus

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey
Service Bureau Interview Questions

Company
 


	


Interviewees


	




(Please fill in the separate 1-page Interviewee Background form for each interviewee.)

Interviewer


	


Date

	


This questionnaire will be used as the basis for telephone interviews.  Its questions cover several areas:

1-8
Electronic Credentialing Preferences


9-14
Company & Customer Characteristics
Electronic Credentialing Preferences

1.  Roughly how many credentialing transactions of each type do you have annually?

	Transaction Type
	Number of Transactions

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


2.  Do you have a Fleet Management System that you use to support your motor carrier customers?



	


What functions does it support?

	Function
	(Yes or No) 

	Load Advertising & Finding
	

	Order Acceptance
	

	Load Planning
	

	Scheduling
	

	Routing & Dispatch
	

	Freight Documentation
	

	Vehicle & Load Tracking
	

	Fuel Tax Calculation
	

	Fleet Maintenance
	

	Billing & Payment
	

	Payroll
	

	Accounting
	

	Driver Scheduling
	

	Driver Logs
	

	Driver Performance, Safety & Accident Analysis
	

	Sales Analysis
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


3.  If you have a Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) Fleet Management System, who is the vendor?


	


What is your approximate annual cost?


	


4.  Do you plan to provide a web site for your customers to access your services via the world wide web?






	

	


5.  Would you use a state-provided web site to submit transactions to apply for credentials on behalf of your customers?



	


Comment/Caveat: 

	


For which credentials? 

	Transaction Type
	(Yes or No)

	IRP Renewal
	

	IRP Supplemental
	

	IRP Trip Permit
	

	IFTA Registration
	

	IFTA Tax Filing
	

	OS/OW Permits
	

	Intrastate Registration
	

	Vehicle Title
	

	HAZMAT
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	

	Other:
	


6.  Even if a web site existed for each state with which you do business, would you prefer to use computer-to-computer interfaces for credentialing? 
_            _
If yes, how much extra would you be willing to pay annually to have this capability, or to have it added to your fleet management software package?
_            _
Please rate these questions on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being 'mildly supportive of the standard and not willing to invest' and 5 being 'strongly supportive and planning to invest'.












1                      5

If yes, should the interface be defined using an open standard? 
_  I    I    I    I   _

· Would you prefer an EDI interface? 



_  I    I    I    I   _
· Would you prefer an XML interface? 



_  I    I    I    I   _
· Would you prefer some other open interface?


_  I    I    I    I   _
Which one?

 _                                                                           _
Please explain the reasons for your interface preferences.

	 


7.  If you want a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why?  What benefits does this hold for you?

	 



If you don’t want a computer-computer interface for credentialing, why not?

	 


8.  There is a third option that is a hybrid of the person-to-computer and computer-to-computer interfaces.  A carrier could submit applications and a state could issue credentials via a web site.  After the application process was completed, the state could send a computer-readable database update file to the motor carrier’s fleet management system. 

What do you think of this approach?

	


Company & Customer Characteristics

   9.  How many motor carrier customers do you have?


_            _  
 10.  How many different states are your customers located in? 
_            _
 11.  How big are your customers in terms of number of vehicles?

	Number of Vehicles
	Number of Customers

	1
	

	2-3
	

	4-6
	

	7-8
	

	9-11
	

	12-14
	

	15-17
	

	18-20
	

	21-23
	

	24-28
	

	29-32
	

	33-38
	

	39-44
	

	45-55
	

	56-75
	

	76-100
	

	101-200
	

	201-300
	

	301-400
	

	401-550
	

	551-999
	

	1000-2000
	

	2001-3000
	

	3001-4000
	

	4001-5000
	

	Over 5000
	


If you do not have the information in the detailed categories specified in the table above, use the following table and enter whatever categories for which you have information.

	Number of Vehicles
	Number of Customers

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


12.  How would you characterize your primary customer base in terms of type of 
operation and other characteristics?  (e.g., TL, LTL, regional, revenue, …)

	 


13.  What is your approximate annual revenue?


_$                    $                                              
14.  What is the size of your information systems department?
 _              Staff_


Appendix H

Interview Form

CVISN Electronic Credentialing Preference Survey
Interviewee Background

	Interviewee
	

	Title
	

	Organization
	

	Mailing Address
	

	
	

	
	

	Phone
	

	E-Mail Address
	


1.  What is your organization’s involvement with e-credentialing?

	


2.  What is your personal role?  What involvement do you have with e-credentialing?
	


3.  Who in your organization would make a decision to proceed to implement an e-credentialing capability?

	


4.  Do you believe that this completed survey accurately reflects your organization’s preference for electronic credentialing? 

	
	5
	Absolutely in every respect

	
	4
	Strongly

	
	3
	Moderately

	
	2
	Weakly

	
	1
	Not at all


Please provide comments or suggestions on the survey.
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[image: image81.emf]Background Material

• Terminology

• Simplified Comparison of Person-to-Computer &

Computer-to-Computer Interfaces

• Simplified Comparison of Alternatives for Computer-to-

Computer Interfaces:  EDI or XML

Additional background material is

provided in this package to help

clarify terminology and concepts.
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[image: image82.wmf]Summary:

Strategy Options

•

Continue the status quo

•

Drop the requirement for a computer-to-computer interface

•

Allow XML as an alternative to EDI

•

For Web-site implementations, recommend a hybrid

solution that adds a computer-to-computer message from

the state to allow the carrier to update their database

•

Continue to recommend both a person-to-computer and

computer-to-computer solution, but have a defined criteria

for a waiver in states that can show that costs of providing

both outweigh the benefits.

Summary

Note:  These options are not all mutually exclusive.
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[image: image83.emf]Terminology -- Summary

• CVISN

• Electronic Credentialing

• Computer-to-computer interface

• Person-to-computer interface

• Open Interface Standard

• EDI (Electronic Data Interchange)

• Proprietary Interface

• Local Area Networks (LANs)

• Wide Area Networks (WANs)

• Value-Added Networks (VANs)

• The Internet

• The World Wide Web (WWW or The Web)

• HTML (Hypertext Markup Language)

• XML (eXtensible Markup Language)

• EDI Over the Internet

Refresher - Terminology

Terminology

In order to get accurate

information from the

survey, it is important that

we use common

terminology.  Definitions

are included in the

Terminology section after

this slide.  Please review

the definitions of any

terms unclear to you and

ask for clarification from

the interviewer.
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[image: image84.emf]Terminology -- CVISN

• Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks

(CVISN, pronounced “see vision”)

Refers to the ITS information system elements that support

Commercial Vehicle Operations. CVISN includes information

systems owned and operated by governments, carriers, and other

stakeholders.

• CVISN focuses on three major capability areas

• Safety Information Exchange

• Credentials Administration

• Electronic Screening

• Electronic Credentialing

The process which allows carriers, owners, and drivers to apply

for, pay for, and receive credentials electronically.

Refresher - Terminology

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image85.emf]Terminology -- Interfaces

• Computer-to-computer interface

How two (or more) computers exchange information.  The

computers can be programmed to automatically exchange

information electronically.  The computers generate, send, receive,

and process data with no (or limited) involvement by a person.

• Person-to-computer interface

How a person and a computer exchange information.  Today, this

is typically through a graphical user interface (GUI) in which

information is shown to a user on a video monitor in an easy-to-

follow way.  GUIs also collect inputs from users through a

keyboard and mouse.
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[image: image86.emf]Communications

Networks

(e.g., the Internet)

Motor Carrier

Applications

Application

Database

Custom Data

Extract/Insert

Commercial

Translator

MOTOR CARRIER

State

Applications

Application

Database

Custom Data

Extract/Insert

STATE

Open

Standard

Open standards and

supporting documentation

allow motor carriers,

states, and other trading

partners to exchange

safety and credentialing

information.

An open standard interface

can be added to existing

systems through some

custom coding and,

perhaps, a commercial-off-

the-shelf translator.

Computer-to Computer Interface Using Open Standards

Commercial

Translator

Open

Standard

Comparison of E-Credentialing Approaches

Open

Standard(s)
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[image: image87.emf]Terminology -- Standards

• Open Interface Standard

An interface definition that has been developed and adopted by a

standards development organization (SDO) such as ANSI or IEEE,

and that is published and available to the public for use.

• EDI (Electronic Data Interchange)

Often used as a shorthand for American National Standards Institute

(ANSI) Accredited Standards Committee (ASC) X12 EDI.  EDI is an

example of an open interface standard that is widely used for the

electronic exchange of business information in a format that permits

computer generation, exchange, and processing of  messages.

EDI standards and user implementation guides define the structure

and meaning of computer-to-computer messages passed between

trading partners.

Refresher - Terminology

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image88.emf]Terminology -- Proprietary Interface

• Proprietary Interface

An interface definition that has been developed by one or more

companies for use in their private or commercial systems and is

not available for public use.

Use of a proprietary interface can cause a customer to be “locked

in” to a specfic vendor.

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image89.emf]Terminology -- Networks

• Local Area Networks (LANs)

Networks designed for geographically local areas, such as a

building or a campus.

•  Wide Area Networks (WANs)

Networks consisting of LANs of various protocols, supporting

myriad media and architectures, and spanning cities, countries,

and continents.

• Value-Added Networks (VANs)

VANs often bundle other services with wide area network (WAN)

connectivity.  Services can include automatic error detection and

correction; protocol conversion (for example, from EDI format to

legacy system format); or message storing and forwarding.

AAMVANET is an example of a VAN.
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[image: image90.emf]Terminology -- The Internet and the Web

• The Internet

Worldwide public, cooperative, self-sustaining system of computer

networks.  The Internet can support both computer-to-computer and

person-to-computer interfaces.

• The World Wide Web (WWW or The Web)

All the resources and users on the Internet that are using the Hypertext

Transfer Protocol (HTTP).  The Web is the most widely used part of the

Internet.

A browser is an application program that provides a way to look at and

interact with all the information on the World Wide Web. A Web browser

uses the Hypertext Transfer Protocol (HTTP) to make requests of Web

servers throughout the Internet on behalf of the browser user. Two

widely used browsers are Netscape Navigator and Internet Explorer.

Refresher - Terminology

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image91.emf]Terminology -- Web Languages

• HTML (Hypertext Markup Language)

The set of "markup" symbols or codes inserted in a file intended

for display on a World Wide Web browser. The markup tells the

Web browser how to display a Web page's words and images for

the user.

• XML (eXtensible Markup Language)

A flexible way to create common information formats and share

both the format and the data on the World Wide Web, intranets,

and elsewhere.

Particular applications are defined through three elements:

Document Type Description (comparable to a data base schema),

Stylesheets (to explain how to present information to the user),

and Links between resources (for example, between index and

content).
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[image: image92.emf]Terminology -- Web Languages (concluded)

• Similarities

Both XML and HTML contain markup symbols to describe the

contents of a page or file.

• Differences

HTML, however, describes the content of a Web page (mainly text

and graphic images) only in terms of how it is to be displayed and

interacted with.  XML describes the content in terms of what data is

being described.  XML is "extensible" because, unlike HTML, the

markup symbols are unlimited and self-defining.

Refresher - Terminology

The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory
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[image: image93.emf]Terminology - EDI Over the Internet

• EDI transactions can now be sent over the Internet instead of over

a VAN.

• VANs were the common method of EDI transmission until the past

few years.

• Internet EDI has attracted a lot of attention because of its ability to

dramatically lower the cost of EDI communications.  By using the

Internet instead of VANs to transmit standardized EDI transaction

sets, companies can save 60 to 90 percent on communications

costs.

Refresher - Terminology
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[image: image94.emf]A Simplified Comparison of Alternative Interfaces:

Person-to-Computer vs. Computer-to-Computer

Technical Approach Carrier Perspective State Perspective Federal Perspective Web Site Probably meets all needs of small to mid-size carriers.  Useful to even large carriers for individual transactions. State must provide web-site.  State has control over software. No complex interface to maintain. Does not satisfy all CVISN architecture requirements.

Simpler to test the functionality.

Implementations across states may be very different. PC CAT Offers mid-size & larger carriers efficiencies when batch updating many transactions.  Requires maintaining a separate software package. CAT Module For carriers with a high level of automation, it offers potential for tighter integration with carrier legacy databases.  Potential for higher degree of process automation & improved efficiencies.  May be a separately priced option. State must provide computer-to-computer interface.  Will incur additional cost over web site solution. FMCSA should continue to facilitate interface standards development and maintenance.  More complex to test. Dual Interface Allows a larger carrier to choose from all 3 above alternatives to fulfill needs. State must provide Web-site and computer- to-computer interfaces. Will incur cost of both. This is the  current  CVISN architecture recommendation. Hybrid Interface If the state provides a computer- processable update to the carrier at the end of a Web credentialing session, then many of the benefits of the Web and PC CAT/CAT Module alternatives are available. State must provide Web-site and computer- to-computer interfaces. Will incur cost of both, but c-to-c interface is one-way, rather than two-way. FMCSA should facilitate interface standards development and maintenance for the state-to-carrier response. Interoperability testing should involve both the Web-site tests and the state-to- carrier tests.
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Count

		JURISDICTION		IRP REGISTRANTS		POWER UNITS		TRAILERS

		Alabama		7,202		37,567		8,176

		Alberta				17,243		5,028

		Arizona		1,775		10,574		10,769

		Arkansas		2,431		8,483		5,484

		British Columbia		913		6,532

		California		7,007		56,225		213,695

		Colorado		2,491		23,999		15,918

		Connecticut		1,949		11,669		617

		Delaware		2,109		6,549		64

		District of Columbia		45		213		1

		Florida		13,620		76,520		17,442

		Georgia		11,132		51,507		4,521

		Idaho		2,491		2,200		6,000

		Illinois		26,515		174,192		131,028

		Indiana		9,213		69,109		21,199

		Iowa		6,312		52,822		53,009

		Kansas		2,613		20,633		14,736

		Kentucky		4,064		18,318		258

		Louisana		4,777		18,060		801

		Maine		2,932		9,991		3,000

		Maryland		8,826		26,258		191

		Massachusetts		3,986		19,989		159

		Michigan		6,226		31,585

		Minnesota		5,956		31,679		24,168

		Mississippi		5,211		20,733		5,632

		Missouri		5,843		40,196		24,029

		Montana		1,309		9,944		10,822

		Nebraska		3,646		29,285		58,958

		Nevada		1,659		8,704		3,954

		New Brunswick

		New Hampshire		3,707		10,356

		New Jersey		18,676		57,114

		New Mexico		2,809		15,628		1,727

		New York		7,698		32,520		1,480

		North Carolina		10,191		66,850		16,350

		North Dakota		2,204		10,338		6,169

		Ohio		16,288		75,176		8,547

		Oklahoma		14,881		162,632		213,558

		Oregon		4,422		37,890		73,280

		Pennsylvania		17,374		63,421		5,087

		Rhode Island		1,679		5,359		40

		Saskatchewan		879		5,572		522

		South Carolina		5,226		22,431		975

		South Dakota				9,348		9,903

		Tennessee		9,704		79,318		84,027

		Texas		10,917		70,661		24,205

		Utah		3,052		26,491		32,419

		Vermont		1,880		6,349		134

		Virginia		7,008		35,955		2,259

		Washington		2,952		15,333		14,056

		West Verginia		3,032		11,350		2,763

		Wisconsin		4,955		36,646		21,534

		Wyoming		983		7,233		6,545

		Total		302,770		1,754,750		1,165,239
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Percent

		JURISDICTION		IRP 
REGISTRANTS		%		POWER UNITS		%		TRAILERS		%

		Alabama		7,202		2.4%		37,567		2.1%		8,176		0.7%

		Alberta				0.0%		17,243		0		5,028		0

		Arizona		1,775		0.6%		10,574		0.6%		10,769		0.9%

		Arkansas		2,431		0.8%		8,483		0.5%		5,484		0.5%

		British Columbia		913		0.3%		6,532		0.4%				0.0%

		California		7,007		2.3%		56,225		3.2%		213,695		18.3%

		Colorado		2,491		0.8%		23,999		1.4%		15,918		1.4%

		Connecticut		1,949		0.6%		11,669		0.7%		617		0.1%

		Delaware		2,109		0.7%		6,549		0.4%		64		0.0%

		District of Columbia		45		0.0%		213		0.0%		1		0.0%

		Florida		13,620		4.5%		76,520		4.4%		17,442		1.5%

		Georgia		11,132		3.7%		51,507		2.9%		4,521		0.4%

		Idaho		2,491		0.8%		2,200		0.1%		6,000		0.5%

		Illinois		26,515		8.8%		174,192		9.9%		131,028		11.2%

		Indiana		9,213		3.0%		69,109		3.9%		21,199		1.8%

		Iowa		6,312		2.1%		52,822		3.0%		53,009		4.5%

		Kansas		2,613		0.9%		20,633		1.2%		14,736		1.3%

		Kentucky		4,064		1.3%		18,318		1.0%		258		0.0%

		Louisana		4,777		1.6%		18,060		1.0%		801		0.1%

		Maine		2,932		1.0%		9,991		0.6%		3,000		0.3%

		Maryland		8,826		2.9%		26,258		1.5%		191		0.0%

		Massachusetts		3,986		1.3%		19,989		1.1%		159		0.0%

		Michigan		6,226		2.1%		31,585		1.8%				0.0%

		Minnesota		5,956		2.0%		31,679		1.8%		24,168		2.1%

		Mississippi		5,211		1.7%		20,733		1.2%		5,632		0.5%

		Missouri		5,843		1.9%		40,196		2.3%		24,029		2.1%

		Montana		1,309		0.4%		9,944		0.6%		10,822		0.9%

		Nebraska		3,646		1.2%		29,285		1.7%		58,958		5.1%

		Nevada		1,659		0.5%		8,704		0.5%		3,954		0.3%

		New Brunswick

		New Hampshire		3,707		1.2%		10,356		0.6%				0.0%

		New Jersey		18,676		6.2%		57,114		3.3%				0.0%

		New Mexico		2,809		0.9%		15,628		0.9%		1,727		0.1%

		New York		7,698		2.5%		32,520		1.9%		1,480		0.1%

		North Carolina		10,191		3.4%		66,850		3.8%		16,350		1.4%

		North Dakota		2,204		0.7%		10,338		0.6%		6,169		0.5%

		Ohio		16,288		5.4%		75,176		4.3%		8,547		0.7%

		Oklahoma		14,881		4.9%		162,632		9.3%		213,558		18.3%

		Oregon		4,422		1.5%		37,890		2.2%		73,280		6.3%

		Pennsylvania		17,374		5.7%		63,421		3.6%		5,087		0.4%

		Rhode Island		1,679		0.6%		5,359		0.3%		40		0.0%

		Saskatchewan		879		0.3%		5,572		0.3%		522		0.0%

		South Carolina		5,226		1.7%		22,431		1.3%		975		0.1%

		South Dakota						9,348		0.5%		9,903		0.8%

		Tennessee		9,704		3.2%		79,318		4.5%		84,027		7.2%

		Texas		10,917		3.6%		70,661		4.0%		24,205		2.1%

		Utah		3,052		1.0%		26,491		1.5%		32,419		2.8%

		Vermont		1,880		0.6%		6,349		0.4%		134		0.0%

		Virginia		7,008		2.3%		35,955		2.0%		2,259		0.2%

		Washington		2,952		1.0%		15,333		0.9%		14,056		1.2%

		West Verginia		3,032		1.0%		11,350		0.6%		2,763		0.2%

		Wisconsin		4,955		1.6%		36,646		2.1%		21,534		1.8%

		Wyoming		983		0.3%		7,233		0.4%		6,545		0.6%

		Total		302,770		100.0%		1,754,750		100.0%		1,165,239		100.0%
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Sorted by # Carriers

		JURISDICTION		IRP 
REGISTRANTS		%		POWER UNITS		%		TRAILERS		%

		Illinois		26,515		8.8%		174,192		9.9%		131,028		11.2%

		New Jersey		18,676		6.2%		57,114		3.3%				0.0%

		Pennsylvania		17,374		5.7%		63,421		3.6%		5,087		0.4%

		Ohio		16,288		5.4%		75,176		4.3%		8,547		0.7%

		Oklahoma		14,881		4.9%		162,632		9.3%		213,558		18.3%

		Florida		13,620		4.5%		76,520		4.4%		17,442		1.5%

		Georgia		11,132		3.7%		51,507		2.9%		4,521		0.4%

		Texas		10,917		3.6%		70,661		4.0%		24,205		2.1%

		North Carolina		10,191		3.4%		66,850		3.8%		16,350		1.4%

		Tennessee		9,704		3.2%		79,318		4.5%		84,027		7.2%

		Indiana		9,213		3.0%		69,109		3.9%		21,199		1.8%

		Maryland		8,826		2.9%		26,258		1.5%		191		0.0%

		New York		7,698		2.5%		32,520		1.9%		1,480		0.1%

		Alabama		7,202		2.4%		37,567		2.1%		8,176		0.7%

		Virginia		7,008		2.3%		35,955		2.0%		2,259		0.2%

		California		7,007		2.3%		56,225		3.2%		213,695		18.3%

		Iowa		6,312		2.1%		52,822		3.0%		53,009		4.5%

		Michigan		6,226		2.1%		31,585		1.8%				0.0%

		Minnesota		5,956		2.0%		31,679		1.8%		24,168		2.1%

		Missouri		5,843		1.9%		40,196		2.3%		24,029		2.1%

		South Carolina		5,226		1.7%		22,431		1.3%		975		0.1%

		Mississippi		5,211		1.7%		20,733		1.2%		5,632		0.5%

		Wisconsin		4,955		1.6%		36,646		2.1%		21,534		1.8%

		Louisana		4,777		1.6%		18,060		1.0%		801		0.1%

		Oregon		4,422		1.5%		37,890		2.2%		73,280		6.3%

		Kentucky		4,064		1.3%		18,318		1.0%		258		0.0%

		Massachusetts		3,986		1.3%		19,989		1.1%		159		0.0%

		New Hampshire		3,707		1.2%		10,356		0.6%				0.0%

		Nebraska		3,646		1.2%		29,285		1.7%		58,958		5.1%

		Utah		3,052		1.0%		26,491		1.5%		32,419		2.8%

		West Verginia		3,032		1.0%		11,350		0.6%		2,763		0.2%

		Washington		2,952		1.0%		15,333		0.9%		14,056		1.2%

		Maine		2,932		1.0%		9,991		0.6%		3,000		0.3%

		New Mexico		2,809		0.9%		15,628		0.9%		1,727		0.1%

		Kansas		2,613		0.9%		20,633		1.2%		14,736		1.3%

		Colorado		2,491		0.8%		23,999		1.4%		15,918		1.4%

		Idaho		2,491		0.8%		2,200		0.1%		6,000		0.5%

		Arkansas		2,431		0.8%		8,483		0.5%		5,484		0.5%

		North Dakota		2,204		0.7%		10,338		0.6%		6,169		0.5%

		Delaware		2,109		0.7%		6,549		0.4%		64		0.0%

		Connecticut		1,949		0.6%		11,669		0.7%		617		0.1%

		Vermont		1,880		0.6%		6,349		0.4%		134		0.0%

		Arizona		1,775		0.6%		10,574		0.6%		10,769		0.9%

		Rhode Island		1,679		0.6%		5,359		0.3%		40		0.0%

		Nevada		1,659		0.5%		8,704		0.5%		3,954		0.3%

		Montana		1,309		0.4%		9,944		0.6%		10,822		0.9%

		Wyoming		983		0.3%		7,233		0.4%		6,545		0.6%

		British Columbia		913		0.3%		6,532		0.4%				0.0%

		Saskatchewan		879		0.3%		5,572		0.3%		522		0.0%

		District of Columbia		45		0.0%		213		0.0%		1		0.0%

		South Dakota		0		0.0%		9,348		0.5%		9,903		0.8%

		New Brunswick		0		0.0%		0		0.0%				0.0%

		Alberta				0.0%		17,243		1.0%		5,028		0.4%

		Total		302,770		100.0%		1,754,750		100.0%		1,165,239		100.0%
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Sorted by # Power Units

		Jurisdiction		IRP 
Registrants		% of Total
IRP Registrants		Power Units		% of Total
Power Units		TRAILERS		%

		Illinois		26,515		8.8%		174,192		9.9%		131,028		11.2%

		Oklahoma		14,881		4.9%		162,632		9.3%		213,558		18.3%

		Tennessee		9,704		3.2%		79,318		4.5%		84,027		7.2%

		Florida		13,620		4.5%		76,520		4.4%		17,442		1.5%

		Ohio		16,288		5.4%		75,176		4.3%		8,547		0.7%

		Texas		10,917		3.6%		70,661		4.0%		24,205		2.1%

		Indiana		9,213		3.0%		69,109		3.9%		21,199		1.8%

		North Carolina		10,191		3.4%		66,850		3.8%		16,350		1.4%

		Pennsylvania		17,374		5.7%		63,421		3.6%		5,087		0.4%

		New Jersey		18,676		6.2%		57,114		3.3%				0.0%

		California		7,007		2.3%		56,225		3.2%		213,695		18.3%

		Iowa		6,312		2.1%		52,822		3.0%		53,009		4.5%

		Georgia		11,132		3.7%		51,507		2.9%		4,521		0.4%

		Missouri		5,843		1.9%		40,196		2.3%		24,029		2.1%

		Oregon		4,422		1.5%		37,890		2.2%		73,280		6.3%

		Alabama		7,202		2.4%		37,567		2.1%		8,176		0.7%

		Wisconsin		4,955		1.6%		36,646		2.1%		21,534		1.8%

		Virginia		7,008		2.3%		35,955		2.0%		2,259		0.2%

		New York		7,698		2.5%		32,520		1.9%		1,480		0.1%

		Minnesota		5,956		2.0%		31,679		1.8%		24,168		2.1%

		Michigan		6,226		2.1%		31,585		1.8%				0.0%

		Nebraska		3,646		1.2%		29,285		1.7%		58,958		5.1%

		Utah		3,052		1.0%		26,491		1.5%		32,419		2.8%

		Maryland		8,826		2.9%		26,258		1.5%		191		0.0%

		Colorado		2,491		0.8%		23,999		1.4%		15,918		1.4%

		South Carolina		5,226		1.7%		22,431		1.3%		975		0.1%

		Mississippi		5,211		1.7%		20,733		1.2%		5,632		0.5%

		Kansas		2,613		0.9%		20,633		1.2%		14,736		1.3%

		Massachusetts		3,986		1.3%		19,989		1.1%		159		0.0%

		Kentucky		4,064		1.3%		18,318		1.0%		258		0.0%

		Louisana		4,777		1.6%		18,060		1.0%		801		0.1%

		Alberta				0.0%		17,243		1.0%		5,028		0.4%

		New Mexico		2,809		0.9%		15,628		0.9%		1,727		0.1%

		Washington		2,952		1.0%		15,333		0.9%		14,056		1.2%

		Connecticut		1,949		0.6%		11,669		0.7%		617		0.1%

		West Verginia		3,032		1.0%		11,350		0.6%		2,763		0.2%

		Arizona		1,775		0.6%		10,574		0.6%		10,769		0.9%

		New Hampshire		3,707		1.2%		10,356		0.6%				0.0%

		North Dakota		2,204		0.7%		10,338		0.6%		6,169		0.5%

		Maine		2,932		1.0%		9,991		0.6%		3,000		0.3%

		Montana		1,309		0.4%		9,944		0.6%		10,822		0.9%

		South Dakota		0		0.0%		9,348		0.5%		9,903		0.8%

		Nevada		1,659		0.5%		8,704		0.5%		3,954		0.3%

		Arkansas		2,431		0.8%		8,483		0.5%		5,484		0.5%

		Wyoming		983		0.3%		7,233		0.4%		6,545		0.6%

		Delaware		2,109		0.7%		6,549		0.4%		64		0.0%

		British Columbia		913		0.3%		6,532		0.4%				0.0%

		Vermont		1,880		0.6%		6,349		0.4%		134		0.0%

		Saskatchewan		879		0.3%		5,572		0.3%		522		0.0%

		Rhode Island		1,679		0.6%		5,359		0.3%		40		0.0%

		Idaho		2,491		0.8%		2,200		0.1%		6,000		0.5%

		District of Columbia		45		0.0%		213		0.0%		1		0.0%

		New Brunswick		0		0.0%		0		0.0%				0.0%

		Total		302,770		100.0%		1,754,750		100.0%		1,165,239		100.0%
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Note:  These options are not all mutually exclusive.







Summary







both outweigh the benefits.







for a waiver in states that can show that costs of providing







computer-to-computer solution, but have a defined criteria







Continue to recommend both a person-to-computer and







•







the state to allow the carrier to update their database







solution that adds a computer-to-computer message from







For Web-site implementations, recommend a hybrid
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Allow XML as an alternative to EDI







•







Drop the requirement for a computer-to-computer interface
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Continue the status quo







•







Strategy Options







Summary:
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