 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes

August 27, 2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Laurie Cullerot, New Hampshire

· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Karen Fell, New Jersey

· Jerry DiVencenzo, Vermont

· Rod Dehner, Vermont

· Jean Nicolai, Vermont

· Mike Corbin, Maine
	· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Bryan Barrette, Rhode Island

· Deb LaFluer, Rhode Island

· Rich Amirault, Rhode Island

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Sara Lui, enfoTech

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· Dan will email Rob the Code for the NH PDF form submission prototype

· Doug will verify if there is anything in SDWIS State that does not map to the data elements in the data elements list

· Mike Corbin will be the key contact in coordinating with SDWIS State

· Rob will finalize chemical registry investigation, including checking whether Registry Web service will be freely available

· Rob and Doug will post the Best Practices Document when draft is complete

· Rob and Doug will modify the Lab Sign-on Best Practices section and distribute the language for comment.  The group is asked to review the language prior to the next call.

· Doug will inquire whether draft guidance is available from the CROMERR workgroup regarding CROMERR implementation guidelines.

Meeting Minutes



Agenda Review

The group reviewed the agenda without modification

IT Centric Conference Call Update
Doug Timms and Dan Burleigh briefly summarized the IT centric conference call.  The call consisted of two sections, a presentation on submission models by Doug Timms, and a demonstration of New Hampshire’s prototype submission model by Dan Burleigh.  The NH form submission model relies on an Adobe PDF interface to either a  MS Access database or an Oracle 8i Database.  Dan will email Rob the code for the NHDES PDF form submission prototype.

Advisory Committee Update

Laurie Cullerot and Ellie Kwong gave an advisory committee update.  They reported that the Advisory committee co-chairs have been nominated, contacted, and accepted.  The Co-chairs are Harvey Klein, Garden State Lab’s Lab Director, and Dave Paris, Manchester Water Work’s Water Supply Administrator.  The co-chairs are holding a conference call on Sept 3rd in preparation for the next full Advisory Committee call on September 12th.  
Schema Development Update

Doug Timms mentioned that the e-DWR schema has been modified based on the latest Lab Data Standard and Challenge Grant data elements list. He reported that about 95% of the data elements list developed by the Challenge Grant team has been incorporated into the schema.  Derived Data and QA/QC still need to be added.  We will wait for Lab standards to finish these pieces and incorporate these.  Lab analysis, part 4 still needs more work.  In addition, the data elements list has been updated to include mapping to the revised schema and SDWIS fields. The latest data element spreadsheet is available.    

Karen Fell from New Jersey asked if something in the spreadsheets doesn’t have a listing for SDWIS State then how should the state handle it? Doug answered that each state would have to decide on their own how to handle that data. 

Bryan B. asked if during the process of the reconciling the data elements list with SDWIS State if any elements that are required by SDWIS that aren’t on the list.  Doug will verify if there is anything in SDWIS that isn’t in our data elements list.

Mike Corbin indicated that SDWIS is working on an XML schema for populating into SDWIS State that we need to work closely with them. Mike Corbin volunteered to be the key contact in coordinating with SDWIS State.

Karen has some specific questions about some of the elements in the date element spreadsheet she will contact Doug Timms offline.

Best Practices


Chemical Registry: Rob gave an update on the Chemical Registry.   Rob indicated that a crosswalk exists between the EPA ID, CAS#, and several other common chemical identification standards.  Rob informed the group of the Chemical Registry’s plan to institute an XML gateway to offer its information via web services.  Rob indicated that this might be a good value added opportunity for the project.

Rich A commented that we need to make sure that this is a free service.  Rob indicated that he would check on that.

Lab Sign-on Process: Doug Timms reviewed the draft Best Practices document.  The document has been broken up into six sections.  For this conference call the best practice of focus is the Lab Sign-on Process (Step 2 in the 6 step process).  Doug reviewed the issues surrounding the registration process and walked through the different potential steps in a sign-on processes.

Doug thinks that there is going to be a separate document for the electronic signature (it covers the wet ink requirement – maybe means getting this notarized (MI and FL do that)).

Following the presentation, Doug asked for comments.  Ellie K indicated that she liked the best practices document and the skeletal approach described for the sign-on process.  Dan B, however, expressed a thought that it might be too cumbersome and might be a disincentive to participation.

The group shifted directions and asked Doug to make sure that the Lab Sign-on Process will dovetail with CROMERR.

Rich A asked what is a certifier?  The certifier is the person/entity allowed to send the information to the State Agency – the person (at the lab or water system) who typically signs the reports prior to their submission to the agency.  

Karen commented that if the lab sign on is mailed in and mailed out, water systems could potentially change labs (certifier) at the last minute.  Make sure that there is flexibility.  Would it be possible for a water system have several labs be their data entry systems?

Rich agreed that you might have several different sources for the data that comes from the Water System.  As such, the process ought to accept submissions from several places either the Lab certifies itself or the water system certifies it for the lab.

Ellie then asked if we need to put a cap on the number of laboratories that each Water System certifies? 

Rich proposed a solution that each state should have a core list of laboratories that it certifies and draw from that, if there is additional ones then the Water System has the responsibility to add/certify.  

Ellie  added that if a lab has been licensed by the State, it should be allowed submit for any water system.   

Doug posed the question to the group if there is a need for the Water System to ID the lab that they will be using, especially if it is already certified by the State.

Karen responded that in NJ, the rules suggest that the information has to come in from the Water System.  For NJ, a solution might be to have the labs submit the data as data entry and then have the water system comes in and certifies it (a disincentive).The idea is to keep it flexible and leave it to the State.

Rich proposed that the laboratory certify the system.  But they cannot release the results until the water system OKs the data release.  Maybe as part of the feedback process, you tell the Water System you received data and you put the onus on the water system to say this information is or isn’t certified.  

Doug thinks that there should be a step for State implementation (or added to step 6)  

Doug and Rob will modify the language and circulate it to the group.  For the next call Doug will start looking at Submission Processes

Meeting Wrap-up

· 9/10 Next Call  

· Adv Comm Call on 9/12

· IPT Call is 9/19th

