 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes

April 23, 2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Laurie Cullerot, New Hampshire

· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Irene Kropp, New Jersey

· Jerry DiVincenzo, Vermont

· Rod Dehner, Vermont

· Deb Lafluer, Rhode Island
	· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Ed Kim, EPA

· Steven Wu, enfoTech 

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Sara Liu, enfoTech 

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates

· Louis Sweeney, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· ME, VT, and NJ will email Rob and Doug contact information about their advisory committee members who volunteered to participate.

· Rob will draft Agenda for first advisory committee call and target the first half of May for the first meeting.

· Doug work with Ellie to address the Project Plan QAPP question.

· Rob will create a parking lot question list and add the first question, "What happens if we get a poor percentage of returns?"

· Rob will put the eDWR presentation on the website. (done)

· Doug will contact each state to set up time for a site visit. During the phone call he will establish the site visit specific agenda detail

· Rob will email Rod the electronic version of infrastructure survey (done) 

· Ellie will reserve the conference room for June 19th

Meeting Minutes



Agenda Review

Website Update

Rob Willis told the group that he had spoken with Molly O’Neal and she would work with him to develop a public access area to the team website. This should be completed in the next few days.

Challenge Grant Meeting Report

Laurie Cullerot and Irene Kropp represented this group during the April 11th Lead Challenge Grant State meeting.  Laurie found the meeting to be quite informative, with a lot of information technology perspective.  In total, five projects received grants, eDMR XML pilot (facility to state), Electronic Storage and Sharing of Lab Info (lab to state), Water Quality/STORET (state to state to EPA), Beach Water Quality Exchange and RCRA Data Flow (place to state to EPA) , Data Flow Exchanges for RCRA and NEI (state to EPA) .  Laurie reported that many of the people had the same issues getting grants accepted by new administrations like New Hampshire had.  Laurie was given an opportunity to make a presentation describing this project to the group.  It is considered unique because, in some instances, we are bringing  public heath and environmental agencies together.

Laurie also reported that she learned about Integrated Product Teams (IPTs).  IPTs are groups of people that get together to discuss and resolve data interchange issues related to different data flows.  Every Flow might have one IPT.  For our laboratory data, the meeting participants thought that we might be represented the SDWIS IPT.  A suggestion was made to possibly get someone with greater Laboratory information experience into the SDWIS IPT (maybe Ellie).  Louis Sweeny thinks we should create a lean Lab IPT.  Louis mentioned that this IPT is where the key SDWIS conversation should happen.  The consensus was to have one IPT deal with all drinking water information.  As history, the driving force for IPT creation was that States and EPA didn’t have a standing mechanism to discuss exchange issues. Ellie, Mike Beaulac, Laurie Cullerot, Jeff Bryant, and Mike Hart were mentioned as likely candidates that would initiate a drinking water IPT.

The following questions were raised: Would it be a good idea to invite Jeff Bryant, Mike Hart (works for CDX) to the weekly conference call?   Does it make sense to involve Laurie and Ellie in the IPT?   Could the bi-weekly meetings be an IPT? It was mentioned that perhaps the next few conference calls will help develop the core discussions of an IPT.  

Advisory Committee Check-in
The group discussed the progress made on soliciting participation for the Advisory Committee.

New Hampshire has asked five different people and all five have accepted.  New Jersey has yet to hear from their nominees.  Rhode Island has asked two individuals and they have both accepted.

Maine has yet to hear from their nominees.  Vermont has asked one individual and they have accepted.

The group was asked to provide Rob and Doug information for each of the accepted nominees.  Rob will begin contacting them and attempting to schedule the first call.   The group is targeting the first few weeks in May for the first call.  Laurie indicated that there was Drinking Water Conference the second week in May and that might affect the availability of participants.

When asked what the call should look like, the group agreed that it wasn’t necessary to have all work group members present at the advisory committee meetings.   The group decided that Laurie, Irene, and Ellie should be present during the advisory committee calls.

The group tentatively agreed that the agenda for the first call would be:

· Introductions 

· Expectations (Roles and Responsibilities)

· Project Overview

· Selection of the Chairperson  (

Project Plan 

Doug reviewed the few substantive comment received on the Project Plan.

1.  Should the project plan also be a QAPP?  Ellie checked with the officers and they didn’t think they needed one.  Though she would like to see it made a formal QAPP as it might be helpful in the future.  

Jerry thinks the project plan might have to be modified because there might be 16 points to a QAPP all of which aren’t yet addressed in the Project Plan.  Ellie indicated that this is new territory and maybe the final product should look like a hybrid between a MOU and a traditional QAPP.  Ellie thinks that as long as we have a well mapped out strategy, that we will not be challenged.  Doug and Ellie will work offline and address the issue about the QAPP.

2.  Doug asked how the group should hand UCMR information and asked that States indicate what they do with UCMR information.  New Hampshire indicated that it doesn’t ever see the UCR data.  Ellie added that the she did not believe this information should be included in our flow.  Doug indicated that another issue is that the Schema EPA is using to collect UCMR data doesn’t conform to the standards delineated by the TRG.   The group tentatively decided that UCMR shouldn’t be a part of the flow and that maybe this is a discussion to have at the IPT level.

Doug will post a modified version of the Project Plan on the Website

Lab Survey Check-in
Laurie indicated that the surveys are in the mailroom, waiting to be sent out.  In total, there are 156 surveys being mailed and the survey asks the responder to email (website), fax or mail the completed surveys by Friday May 9th COB.  

The group began thinking about what should be done with the survey.  Doug suggested that a stand-alone document be created that describes the survey and distributed to the team.   This will lead into informing the State needs assessment.

Ellie asked about the contingency in the event of a poor return rate on the survey.  The group decided that this question should be put to the parking lot and dealt with once the group has an idea of the number of surveys are returned. 

State Needs Assessment 

Prior to talking specifically about the State Needs Assessment, Doug and Sara Lui described and discussed the e-DWR schema and its history.  Doug will put the e-DWR presentation on the Website.

During the presentation Irene asked if all drinking water program data different?  Are the reporting requirements different for every state?  To illustrate her point, Irene indicated that she collected information on a list of priority volatile organics and she asked if other states have a similar list?   New Hampshire tracks and reports the same 21 VOCs, but they also track state monitored contaminants such as MTBE and other gasoline additives.  By state rule, all NH PWSs must enter into an agreement with a certified lab to report all drinking water quality analytical results directly to WSEB  In Rhode Island, they stick with the MCLs and the requirements of the EPA with a couple of exceptions.   The variance is with the MCL levels.  Some states are granted waivers for some contaminants (mainly in the SOC group).

During the discussion about the eDWR XML Schema Structure, Ellie asked about the meaning of the certification data block.  Doug and Sara clarified that the purpose of the certification section in the XML Schema is for the electronic signature.  

Irene asked how large can the schema get?   Doug indicated that Schema can get very large and this needs to be taken into consideration during the design of the system.

Doug and Sara reviewed the proposed project strategy for standards development.

1. During State Needs Assessment: Review all forms to be used for electronic submittal
2. Compile all forms from 5 states to develop a data element inventory. Whenever possible, use e-DWR schema field names.

3. If a draft standard is available from the Lab Data Standard Group, modify our list to be consistent with standard data elements. This is then our “Draft Data Element Requirements”

4. Send our “Data Element Requirements” to Advisory Committee for comment. Revise to create “Final Data Element Requirements”.

5. Submit the “Final Data Element Requirements” to the Lab Data Standard Workgroup for their consideration for STD development

6. Compare our “Final Data Element Requirements” with the e-DWR schema; recommend any schema modifications to the e-DWR schema workgroup

Irene had asked for the forms that Iowa used to verify against the e-DWR schema. Doug indicated that the would check with IA and then potentially send Irene the forms.
Next Doug outlined a potential set of topics for State Needs assessment visits.

1.  Data element identification for forms that the state would like to submit electronically

2.  IT Infrastructure to see if it is ready to support the submission

3.  Assessment to see if States are ready to build Network Nodes (not for all states)

Dan indicated that he would be surprised if labs can generate XML files.  Doug and others agreed. Doug mentioned that there would be probably 3 ways of getting the lab information into the systems:


1.  Creation of a web form (that then generated XML)


2.  For Lab excel spreadsheets (cut and paste in to web that then create and XML file)


3.  Labs could also create them XML files.

The group the asked if there should be a mechanism for moving ASCII files to XML.    Doug said that would be the responsibility of each state to determine if they wanted to build this in during their implementation.   Rich is concerned about this and feels that it should be part of the requirements.  Other states will have to use this and they will have to understand that they will need some type of data conversion to make the product work.   Once one state does this, it might be exportable to them.   

Doug then asked the group if they thought that a person from a Laboratory should be at the site visits.  It was agreed that each state would determine if they wanted as Laboratory person involved.  

Doug would like to contact each state to set up time for a site visit.  During the phone call he will establish the site-specific agenda details.

Finalize Face-to-Face Meeting Logistics

The group decided that the first face-to-face meeting will be June 19th in Massachusetts. The meeting space, in the EPA laboratory is about a 45-minute drive from Boston.  If you fly into Manchester it is about a 30-minute drive.

Ellie will send the group a list of hotels they could stay at for the face-to-face.

